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Mr. Lewis devoted most of his broadcast to a discussion of the Ford 
Fottddation. He started off by stating that some very interesting developments had 
I taken place during the last 24 hours regarding the^FiJ^ Foundation, specifically an 
! announcement last night of the formation of a huge scholarship fo\mdation fxmd with 
headquarters in Chicago to financ^ci^llege edxications fon worthy and'^romising jy, 
young students who could nc^otlx^wise afford them. The Ford^^undation has con- k 
tributed $20, 000, 000 , Ij^e^ ^amegie Foxindation $ 500, 000, th eii^ears_R oLeb.uck .. 
Foundation $ 600. 000 and ^ime, Inc ., $30, 000, for a total of ^21, 130, 000. He said jjj 
$1, 000, 000 a year would? DfespenFTn* the next fotir years financing scholarships oi~^ 

$6, 00R:each for a four-yew scholarship period. Another $8, 000, 000 would be 
availatee to be matched by business, industry zmd individuals in contributions fqx^ 
additiSial scholarships, thus making,^.potential of $26, 000, 000. • _ «/ . 

^ “IMfo. 40 ^ j . 3 ^ I Lri 

He said the announced objectives of the scholarship fxind were to Iqcc 
the most able youth to mcike it possible for them|to get a college education regardle 
of thei££nancial needs and finally to mcike it eas'^for b usiness to c ontribute 
e'ffectivhly to higher education. ^ ^ 

Mr. Lewis stated this was all very adxnirable and very cq2&nen«»le>' 
and it would certainly appear so far as the Ford Fo un datl^Hrap-CCncernedy tha^i^s r 
is an effort to redeem itself somewhat in the public eye for some of the {&ing£hit>har 
done in pas*^and some of the contributiMS|it has made in the past, ogtable amo^'J 

I them a 0ft of $15, 000, 000 to the so-called ^Fmid for tl^ Republic . " wl^ch I 

used esttntially for left wing propaganda along the lines of the .A^A {.A^qric^fi 
Democ^^atic Aeiion), the CIO Pplltical Action Coxnnuttee and the general official 
line. o^Jhe Cermmunist Party. ' This at TMasP is a project for the general public 
welfare qf the^. S. It is a worthy follow-up to the $50, 000, 000 grant of Ford 
Foundation al^out a year ago to impr^fii^ salaries of school and.c.oll«ge-t6hchersi| 
the Nation, t^rthy, that is to say, if it is adminitit^red legitiijaate^yLbut the wor<^| 
is broad when it says that students might qualify throng'aptitude .teetipg "cAfl^’otheJ, 
means^>‘' This leaves it wide open and finq^y ^dejjeiuient upon the indi'vidjmlsj'w|m 
a^jnimster the program. Mr. Lewis then stated'that the*-Boa^lofyDi^^cmiJmOTi 
yet been annou^e4> but the chaiprhsn of the board bad been ai^ounced as Mr. J^ai 
iBell^of CM£ago,^wiid1vill be c h airman of the board of the new fxtbU. ‘He said Lair/ 
'Bell was a classmate of the late Franklin D. Roosevelt and a clos^fe'jf^qnd siad 

-I^Eranklizr D. Roose-v^!^^that Bell was als o a clo se stAmi-rti 

.Echols 

cc - Mr, Boardman 
cc - Mr. Belmont 
cc - Mr. Jones 
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Memo to Mr. Nic f**^ 

Voberit Hutchins when Hutchins was Chancellor at-Se^ufm^ersity of Chicago. H^V 
£iid Bell was a member of the Board of Trustees at the University of Chicago X 
from the time Htitchins was appointed vtntil 2 years after Hutchins left in 1951 to 8° \ 
to the Ford Foundation. X-ewis said that Bell spent some time on the witness stand 
defending Hutchins and insisting there was no Commvihist infiltration on the campus 
of the University of Chica-go at the time the University was under investigation by 
'the Broyles (phoenetic) Committee. 

Mr. Lewis further stated that th^^name of Laird*\^ppeared on the 
letterhead of the "Committee for an Effective^ongr^ss" and that he supported the 
rather shadowy activities of Senator Ralnyianders-^of Vermont a nd supported 
.Senator Flanders' activities in the Army/^McCarthy investigation. BeU defended 
1 Alger Hiss. He was at one time president of the English-speaking Union, 
president of the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations and is now on the Board of 
Trustees of Harvard University. He has been a violent opponent of Congressional / 
committees investigating Communist and other subversive activities as far back as 
the Dies Committee. He said Bell opposed violently the firing of teachers who | 
1 took the Fifth Amendment. In 1953, he was chairman of a dinner committee to welo 
Adlai Stevenson back to Chicago from his trip around the world. Despite :his ) 
Partisan activities and tire further fact that Bell is listed as a Democrat in "Who|s ■ 
Who in America',' plus th.e fact that he contributed $1, 000 to the Senatorial Campaign 
Fund of Democratic Senator Douglas of lUinois a year ago. President Eisenhower 
appointed Mr. Laird Bell a member of the U. S. Advisory Commission on 
Educational Exchange in February of this year and just this last ^v |wointed him 


Educational Jjixcnange in r eoi-u-.ry -- 

as an alternate U. S. delegate to the United Nations, Mr. Lewis^fllkt se-Jms to 
tell the stoyy of the head of this new $20, 000, 000 scholarship fund,, (J ^ j 

Mr. Lewis further stated that in the meantime,grant of 1 

$25, 000 by the Fund for the RepubUc out of its $15, 000, 000 Ford Foundation.Eund;^ 
to Stanford University for "analysis of the testimony of witnesses in proceedings ,, 
relative to Communism** which was to cover such witnesses as Elizabeth Bentley, 
and others, the Fund fox the RepubUc was running into tpuble. He said the Dean c 
Stanford had made this deal without the consent^of^ Bboard of Directors of Stanfoi 
University. He then named the Dean-ia^^rl He J 

said the agreement was that Herbe>^acker .whuld join the Stai^ord University La^ 
Faculty in January 1, and would adrgjpister the proposed investigation for the Fiind 
for the RepubUc, but th.e thing t^t/had overlooked was the fact that the Board of- 
Directors would,have to approve the appointanent of Herbert Packer and they v/mro' 
merely .going.to take ho actipn of approval, and Packer would not then be able to g^ 
on the faculty and thus would not be able to run the surve^r. | 
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WASHIKGTOH REPORT - - ' - ; 

SYNDICATED-GOLW OP ' ^ ^ I r 

PULTOIT lEV/IS, 5 R^; 0 pyj^j A € p VO //Q 

- I thought you x%’ould' he inteijeat’eia in the ^attaQhed 

Photostat which is an adyance release of Pulton Levjis, Jr ►‘a 
syndicated column WashingtQn Reporti dated August 30, 1955» 
whicV? will he. published oh August 31j. 1955* . - . 

Enclosures ^ ^ ‘ ' 

CC. r-Mr. ^William.P. Rogers (vflth copy of ancloaure). 

^ - JDeputy Attorney General - - 

ca -r Assistant Attorney Oeneral (with copy .of enclosure); 

; - William Pif Tompkins^ . ' 


CO- - Mr.^ Belmont, with copy of enolosiire 

CC — Mr. Hichois,. with 6 copies , of the enclosures 
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Mr. Fulton Lewis, Jr. 
Room 8U, Barr Building 
912 Street, Northwest 
Washingtozu D. C. 

Dear Fulton: 





I want to congratulate you on the 
wonderful job you are doing on your evening program 
in apprising .the public of the facts with regard to the 
for the Re public. ' 

It is indeed heartening to see you take 
the wraps off and present the whole situation in such 
a straightforward manner, ./^l too often.the people 
are victimised by high-sounding airhs and ideals which 
distort and becloud the real truth, and it is about time 
•that we call a spade a spade. 
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Keep. your good work. There is no 
room for public apathy where such vital issues are 
'concerned,, your broadcasts are serving a.real 
need. 

— ' With warmest regards, 

S 

Sihcer*^y, _. u 

. >. • 

NOTE'.' Oh las; bnpadcasts’6n>'8/22 arid 23 A5‘5.,'^t*ewas dis< cissed 
the Fund foir th.e Republic, the, .so-called public service prgahiza- 
tioh financed by the Ford Foundation.. He discussed p.iimariiy 
the $.25, p6a,graht by the Fund to Leland'Stanford University 
f6r 'analysi's,^of ■.tl^e testimony, of witnesses .m.prpceedi.'V? 
tt^ldtiye io Gohim.jmism. •' -He feiit|Kaf .this js an oh'dp «e attf'ar.pt 
tp discredit the. y/v\nb''jse.e ^d ‘h®lf' Com^'anlst tayse. ; 
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V^ASHINGTON, Aug, 30 — Ever since lt\was ^rltten into the 
Constitution in 1791# the Fifth Amendment has been a wholly justified 

vehicle to prevent individuals from being forced to testify against 
themselves. 

It Is part Of tho "Bill of nights," which constitutes the 
cornerstone of tho heritage of freedom for all Americans. With that 

■ • m 

concept there can be no quarrel, except from those who adhere to 
some form of totalitarianism such as Communism, under which there 
are no civil^rights or liberties for anyone. 

But traditionally, the Fifth Amendment has been a valid refuge 
only for those who had done something v/hich they feared might, if 
brought into the open, subject them to prosecutloni It was never 
intended to be a means whereby, out of mere whim or caprice, a 
witness could refuse to ansv/cr questions posed in a legally con¬ 
stituted court or investigative body. 

Therefore, the concept of loading attorneys throughout this 
country Is history always has been that if a witness refused to'^answer 
on grounds of the Fifth Amendment, and it was shovm that actually the 
refusal was simply stubbornness vrlthout fear of possible prosecution, 
the witness might be subject to contempt prosecution. 

The left v;lng presently is stepping up its we 11-organized cam¬ 
paign to subvert the Fifth Amendment and the traditional concept of 
what it is intended to safeguard. Liberals nov; arc seeking to beguile 
the public into believing that it is^ and always has been^ {^rfgcjbly^, 
proper for anyone to refuse to ai^wcr questions on grounds of tho 
Fifth Amendment regardless of whether they actually fear; any‘possible 
prosecution; that it is proper fc%?a witness to refuse to answer 
iiquo.stions, on grounds of tho Fifth Amendment,, sjjnply because he 
docs not like tho tenor of.<^t^^^ggbj^lonsi; and t^t citing 'the F'if.th 
Ir AiTiohdmcnt should not -be ^^trued^feflfOany indication wHatBcTcvcr that 
witness. ;actua.Ily^;h^a^^ - v— 


yr,e M 

.. .U PI 1 .. ^ 






lay Pulton Lowis, Jr; Q . hldo; 

^ ‘One of the most ardent advocate^ of thl'P ncTthcpry if 


.. <j^ri8WOJLa ^ go an ox iinc_ x: 

^^'T^k'Tntltlo^f h Defenoo of the Fifth Amendment Today;" Thirty-five 

thousand copies of the hook have been distributed by the anti-anti- 
* • • 


Communist Fund for the Republic to Judges and attorneys throughout 
the country, obviously in hopes of enlisting additional adherents^ to 
this now theory. By sheer coincidence. Dean Griswold happens to bo a 
member of the board of directors of the Fund for the Republic; 

Although there vmo little or no mention of the Incident in mofet 
newspapers’, Grlsv^old met somewhat of a comeuppance during last week»s 
Phila^lphia meeting of the American Bar AsBociatlon during a debate 
on "Lawyers and the Fifth Amendment" before the AFA’s committee on 


* 4 * 

bar activities. His opponent v/as Tracey fin; prominent Seatt le 


attorney and member of the ABA conuhittpe to study Communist strategy, 

. 


■actics and objectives’. 

Of Griswold*s book, Griffin declared its reasoning was not 
sound and that it "is now relied upon by the Fifth Amendment Cdmmun- 
lets;, fellow-travellers, pseudo-liberals and intorn(i.tlonal-one-world- 
era as though it constituted a gold-leaf edition of the Communist 
M-anifosto’." 

Griffin specifically disagrees vi?ith Griswold*s thesis that in¬ 
voking the Fifth Amendment is a basic right of any citizen, and addsi 
"To a laymani the refusal to answer a material question on the ground 
that it may tend to incriminate him is an admission of guilt of some 

crime’." • • 

To this layman, truer words were never spoken; 

Griswold«s rather lame reply included the comment that he would 
consider the nature of the tribunal before which a witness was speak¬ 
ing, and that he would draw a distinction between judicial inquiries- 

'and whp hdrcallcd“"bad~C6hgrcS3ioriaI''W ^ ^ 


Cqhgrpss is the proper body to determine whether its proceedings 
arc ‘.'good .or bad'; such, a deterndnatlon is far beyond the scope and 

i m 

jurisdiction, of Doan Griswold, no matter how higJ^ijr nay regard 
.himself dr oKahy ^itricss^ -Protests should go;/AOf,69ngres’3 itself;.:, 

' V . ■ ' - '■ c • ^ 
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TO * Ift** £♦ 7* Boardman date: August Slf., ^ 

' 1955 ^ Bela.: 
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TROM t ifr, ii. S’, Re-Xmoni; 



tmjsct: HERBERT L* PAGKSR r * ^ 'll'Y 
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, 1955’ 
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An article in the August 22, 1955, issue of the w / 

^^ashingtoh Post and Times Herald*' captioned "Republic Fund y- -y 

Helps Stanford Study. Witnesses * Testimony on Communism" related > 
that the Fund for the Republic -disclosed the previous day it had 
given the School, of Law at Stanford University a $25^000 grant 
to study and analyse the testimony of leading witnesses on 
Communism* The article further related that the study will be 
directed by Herbert Packer, a member of the New Tork-and Supreme 
CourtxBars, who will work in Washington until January 1 and later 
'as a ojiember of the Stanford faculty* 

^ A review of Bureau files reflects no investigation or 

'\ identifiable derogatory information concerning Herbert L* Packer* 

(fur reco’Tds indicate Packer is. a member -of the Fund for the 
Republ^o'Js. four^Man Advisory Committee on Case Studies in> person^ 
Security* ' 

^iHartindale - Hubbell Law Directory, 1953s reflects theft 
J^ctfiker was k^rn^iJtjWsrs.ey City, New Jersey, on^July^lf., .1925j::^ ' 

z'' reo^ivedf d R^A^degree inTX^lpf, end en 

degree also at Tale in 191^.9Assi stant Instructor in Law, 

Tale University, during 19yd and' 19k9j was admitted to the New Tork 
fSar in L950; is currently an d.s,so,ctafe member of ^the: l^mfirm 0 /“”“ 

\Cox, Langford, Stoddard and Cutler,'.1625 Eye Street, Northwest, 

\ Washington^-; D* C* 

J'.^^^Available information reflects that jos car Cox;^ a member 
of the g^ove law firm,\ is the subject of a closed Security Matter - C 
investigation instituted in February, 195hs request of the 

I Air Force under the Delimitations Agr.e.erHent inasmuch as Cox was a 
^civilian employeeipf^Me Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical Corporation, 
Oakldhd^^^Cdlifornia, an Air Force pgntractor* Investigation ^ 
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Memorandum for Mr» Boardman 




revealed ihdi Oox, Aeaie-bani; Solicitor Generaly 19lf2 - 
signed a letter of recommendation for GollinSy Jr»y 

in behalf of IlpJLlins * efforts to secure avcommiaaion in 19u^$ 
entertainedEa^y Dexter Whites at dinner in Februaryy 19koy 
and Mdrchy 19k7.; wo« listed in’the personal address booH of 
Allan Ri Rosenberg in 19k6; and was Hated, in the perapdal 
records and nptea of David R* Wahl in l-9if7* Henry Hill GollinSy ^ 
jr*y Harry Dexter White and Allan R* Rosenberg, have been identified 
as formerly .involved in Soviet espionage^ David R* .Wahl has been 
identified as a member of the Gommuniat Party, in the ^late 19303 and 
as an associate of members of the SHvermaater espionage ,groupy 
which operated in Washington, D, G,y and New York Gity in the 
early igkQa^ (62-60^27-jf 8368 ) 


Lloyd N» Gutlery also a member of the above firmy 
furnished an affidavit on May 10y 1950r in. which he attested 
to the loyalty of Najeeb. Ellas Ealabyy an employee in the office 
of the Secretary of Defense., Halaby was ihe<, subject of afLoyalty 
of Government Employees Hnveptigation in 1950 based on his 
reported association with pro-Nasi suspects in 19h^, -The loyalty 
investigation failed to reveal any disloyal activities on 
Halaby *s part. 


At a conferenceSiji~the office of the Secretary of 
Defensey ^JieTd^r^ in Februaryy l9k9y at which the Director was 
in attendancey Halaby described 'the FBI as d ^j^ore or leas- 
policg. agency, with no knowledge of espionage or sabotage 
investigative experience," Halaby also criticised the Intefdepart^ 
mental Intelligence Gonferencet\ (62-60$27r585^8J f 


REGOMMENDATION: ■ 

Attached is a memorandum to the.Attorney General with 
copies to Deputy Attorney General Rogers and Assistant Attorney 
.General TompkinSy reflecting pertinent information as set forth 
Hh this memorandum. 
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Mr* Tolson _: 
Mr* Boardman . 

Mr* Nichols_ 

Mr* Belmont_ 

Mr.< Harbo__ 

Mr* Mohr_ 

Mr* Parsons_ 

Mr* Rosen_ 

Mr* Tamm_ 

* Mr* S^oo_ 

Mr* Winterrbwd . 

Tele* Room_ 

Mr* Holloman/^ 
^Miss Gai^dyCfe 


Republic Fund Helps Stanford Study 
Witnesses’ TeslimoUv on Communism 

By-Lee'Nichols . iicns has often been fafcically of civil liberties, Hutchins, said 
.United Priss ' remote.” _ . the, cold !war “has-thrown the 

^ The Fund for the Republic .Hutchins said the "accepted whoie subject into unusual dis? 

'disclosea^^rdayiniaaWen Communist activity in -order.”’ 

aisciosea yesieraay II n|Q given jhis country rests largely on -■ He said treatment of susnects 

the School of:Law at Stanford evidence given by. a, small-num- i„ c|nIresdonKvestiSns 
University; a-$25,000 grant to ber of witnesses, and there has 3 % K™ment ^ 
study and anaiyze the. fesli- evf 'Ms.?ot' a“be?n ^ 

mony of leading: witnesses on analysis».of the evi- (e^niplated by the Sixth Amend-- 

communism. ‘ ^ ‘ 1 ‘ The aim, of the* Stanford 

^ The announcement was made study;, be'said, will be' ‘‘to as; of .law-to.accu».d per. 

by;Robert M. Hutchins, Fun'd a^®ii_‘S®-t|l^T"tlfe * cintinuous propaganda and 

president, in a report on the Jf^gses^^nd to'make ah bbje6 .-pressure; he declared, 
organization’s activities. The tive analysis ^and critical sum- “tended tovsuppress con- 
Fund. was set up m December, rriar/of th^^^^^^ " ' ^ scientlous nonconformity.”, 

1952, with a $15-million grant TPhe study will be directed “Political;,advantage has ac- 
. from the Ford Foundation to by Herbert Packer a member claiming that 

study civil liberties in* the of'the New York • and Supreme others were Indifferent * to»the 
United States. * Court ibafs ’'who will work in threat.of communism. The re- 

Hutchins said .that Jn, the Washihgtbn until' Jan.' 1 and suit has been that Government, 
field of^civirliberties; “in some later as’.a member of the officers,, university. presidents 
particulars the" atmosphere is Stanford faculty., ^ and" ordinary citizens have fell 

better' than^ii was ^ive years : ,,‘Hutchins, former president it necessary; to .exhibit iriordi- 
' ago.’'' But he added misunder? of the, University, of Chicago^ nate, anxiety'on this score.” 
standing and violation of civil disclosed the Fund»for, the Her .Hutchins^said, the Fund takes;* 
liberties- are still such as‘to public, .^has spent^", $2,514^13,8 no position on such matters Jiut 
give cause for alarm. i ^ ^ since its formation iri 1952, “tojbelioves the* people should vh^ 

Noting the expansion of Gov: advance understanding of civil fully informed. The Fund’s am 
crnmpnt loyalty programs to liberties,” v is to help supply/thc necessity 

h'r«id.fhal“the evIdencS- Discussing.the ,.presenf>^,uslinformation, he said. 
cred^lo>sho^v"that a man is a -r-r-r^«ri — - ^ 

'danger ^‘.to American- institii- ^ 
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Wash. Star 

N. Y. Herald Tribune 
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Tuiia"Cives 

I for CiVif LiborKes Study ■ 


do 


1 The Fun d for the: E enubUc an- 
nounced todsiy itHtfas given $25,000 
to th^ school .of ‘law; Stanford Uni¬ 
versity, to study and analyze the 
testimony of leading witnesses on 
comniuhlsm. 

The. study at the California Uni¬ 
versity nvill be part of 4he Fund's 
continuing examination, of civil lib¬ 
erties in the United States. 

" Robert M. Hutchins, Fund presi- 
dent^ announted -the gift in a re¬ 
port on the activities of the private¬ 
ly finance organization. It received 
$15,000,000 in December, 1952, from 
the Ford Foundation to ^tudy civil 
liberties. ^ 

Mr. Hutchins reported, that, "the 
atmosphere!' lor .civil.liberties is 
somewhat improved over five years 
But‘he said violation of civil 
liberties, "are still such as to give 
cause for alaVm." 

former.president of 
the University of Chicago, criticized 
the extension of Government loyalty- 
security tests to include J'guilt by 
: association.” 

, evidence offered to show 

that a man is a danger to American 
institutions^ has often been-farcical¬ 
ly remote,” he said. , 

.Mr. Hutchins said the Stanford 
collect the testimony” of 
the most Important” witnesses on 
I communism-"and-make an objective 
► analysis and, critical summary of 
j them.V JSe.jsaid, the accepted vlevv 
of communist ^activity in this coun- 
1 try rests,*largely on evidence given 
by a small number otwitnesses. This 
testimony,; he said, has" never're¬ 
ceived "sustaihed and rigorous anal¬ 
ysis.” .. ' 

-Tlie Stanford-studjwilhfce-under 
the direction of Herbert Packer, a 
member of the New York and Su¬ 
preme, Court bars.' He .will work, 


here until Jan. 1 and, later a^ a 
memberof the-Stanford law facultv^^ 
Mr, Hutchliis said the Fund has 
spent $2,514,738 since its formation 
in 1952 "to advance »fmderstanding 
of civil liberties?' He'said the-Fund 
stands as a ^'symbol of the vitality 
of these, freedoms.” ^ „ . 
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BIRECTOR, FBI 

HERBERT L* PACKER 
FUND- FOR THE REPUBLIC 



ht. ^ By Memorandum dated April 29, 1955, captioned 
Piind for the Republic; GeorgetxiwTi Universityyou were 
advised that infprmatPon had been received that the Deans 
Qf '^ne Lap 'Sphobl qndl the Graduate lain Scfiool. of ^Georgetown 
University had been contacted by the Fund, for the Republic 
and requested to conduct d research study,' looking; into the 
reliability of pertinent Government witnesses used in 
.8e:curity-‘type cases such as Elizabeth T. Bentley, Louis F, 

Budens, and Whittaker Chambers• Also by memorandum dated 
dune 2, 1955i you were advi'sed that information had been 
received that Georgetown University definitely turned down 
the project* .(lOO;-391697r8Si lOj) ' . 

, Edr ;your infofm.atjon,, ah article in the August 22, 

1955, iesue of the "Washington Post ahd Tirries He.rgid" captioned 
Republic Fund Helps Stanford Study Witnesses* Testimony on> 

CoTwnun'isTfiy ^ vdcvbcd FuTid..fov Hhc Republic hpd given 

ttie School of Law at,Stanford University a f25,.000 grant to 
study dnd analyze the testimony ^ of pleading witnesses- on 
Communism* The artteXe' further 'related that .the study wlH 
be directed by Herbert Packer^, d member of the New York and 
Supreme Court Bars, who will work .in Washington until 
January 1, 1956, and later as, \a member of the Stanford faculty* ' 


A review, of the records^ of this Bureau has been 
conducted concerning Herbert L* Packer and ho investigation 
or identifiable, derogatory information is reflected- concerning 
I .him* Our re.cords indicate Packer is q member of the Fund 
:> .ftr the Repubi.ic.*'S fourr^ma'n .Advisory, Committee -on. Case StudSes. 
in Personnel Ss.cuhity* 

V 'Martihdale-Hubbell Law. Directory, 1955, reflects 1 

Y that Packer was born .in Jersey C-ity,, New Jersey, on July 24^ 

C _ received B*A* and LL*B* degrees from Yale University 

1944 and 1949, respectively^ was ah Assistant Instructor 
fe 1‘0’W ct Yale Uni’versity during .1948 and 1949;' was. admitted 
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to th& New- York Bar in 1950and is ctirrently an associate 
member of the iaw^fixit of (Jox'f Langford, Stoddard dhd Cutler, 

1625 ^ye Street, ITprthwest', Washington, !>• :C» - , 

The, Search of our records cpncerjiing Jfacker 
revealed that Oscar Cox, a Member of the above law f irm,, 
ps the subject-of d. pigsed securityntype. inbestigatign 
instituted Sh .Februaryj, 19S4.», Thg 'investigation roofioied t 
that Qspdp Cox,, Assistant Spld'cijtp.r General during; 1:942 and 
194^ > signed ,a idi^.ar 6j^ f eebmriehdatidn foY Henry Hill Collins, Jr*, 
in behplf of Collins * ejf'forts to- sebuweean army commiission in. 

1945;. entertained the Harry Dexter Whites at dinner id 
February', 1946^ and March, 194Z; was listed in the pefsqngj 
.^address book of Allah. R» BOsenberp in 1946; dhd Wds- lis.te^. , - . 
in the pepso'ndl records and notes Of Mavid A* Wahl ih i9^7i 
Henry Hill Collins,. Harry Hexter Whit.e\dhd\ Allan B*. 

Rosenberg have been identified dp fg.rme'rly. involved in, Soviet, 
espionage.* Aavi.d. R*'WpAi has/been idehtif ied\as ja jnmber . 

' of the Communi st .Party, in, the late 1930 *s and as qn associate ; 

.of' members of the Silvermdsier: espionage: group which sperdted 
,in Washington} HfC*^ and New-fg.tk City in'thefearly. 1940;* s* , 


1 - Mr * Will i dm P*. Ro.g'e r s 
. Deputy, Attorney General , 

' '' ' f , . ' ' ' 

[ 1 T Assistant Attorney General 
Wiliiqii 1* Tompkins 
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YfitU reference to my memorandum .of 8-^18^55^ study of captioned 
report and review of Bufilea on author are now completed* Results set 
forth* Watts:* report was supported by grant-in-aid from Fund for the iV 
>i^5epuZ)2ic and released by Workers Defense League (wpL)) Socialist defense ( 

^ movement organise,tion of which Watts has been National-Secretary since « 

1947* The report of more than 850 pages is divided inSo 8 volumes* Th^- 
first volume contains author^*a study^ analysis and concluaiona poncernin^ 
Army Military Personnel Security. Program as it affects drafieea'; lawai ^ 
|v and regulations governing the program and copies of forma referred to ir^ 
study* The. second volume contains case studies in outline form of 
49 out of 110 cases reviewed* The scope of inquiry was confined solely^ 

to draftees, excluding doctors and dentists.; cases ajre supposed to be 

^ geographically distributed throughout united .Sta'tea; 43 lawyers were. I 
interviewed and information, was obtained from 88*' In.no instance does ^ 
--^„^^^duthor,identify case subject and attorney by^-name-,- give exact date- of 
^^J^alleged activities or identity of city, or Communist- party cliib by - 

.harne*^ Case number 7 mentions names- of iwo witnes^sjea',- DavidjReisman and ^ 
Norman Thomas* Bufile check on Reismqn failed to identify, case* Thomas S 
- S not checked due to voluminous references* Three references to FBI 9 

appear in^eco'nd volume* These references appjsar'in draftee * a qn.awer ^ 
r to a'llegqt%ohs. and information developed at hearings, and do not-'appear ^ 
ijl^ to be^cfit'iciama of FBI* One statement was incorrect* Refere'Hc.ea to 8 
FBI sa.t-forth in full in details* Watts. 'was born 11-17-18 at Baltimore,9-^ 
Maryland; was admitted to Maryland Bar in- 1938-and was engaged in p 

"^ivat^ Iqip practice in Maryland from 1938-48* in 1948 he was Presiden-k 
r.yland. Council for Conscientious Objectors* He was committed to 8 

J nscientious objectors, camp for .6 months, in Maryland, and 8^ years in^ 
nnecticut* In February, 1946, he started employment with WDL* ' 

^’'\^^ttachejc memorandum for diaaemination contains foregoing biographical 
data; background inforiwation concerning} mt; brief synopsis of 1950 
investigation of watts: and two aasphiq^e^AD WDE for dHeged impersond-ticn 

,l-,Sr.Bo,en 01 "■ ■■' 
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Memorandum to Mr* Boardman 

of FBTAgents while o'dnduotihg investigation for WBL regarding forced 
labor conditions in Floridg.^ which investigation resulted in prosecution 
being declined because of insufficient evidence of positive nature 
indicacbing a violation of Impersonation Statute^ information received 
from infoTtiants and public sources from 1947 to 1955 reflecting 
Watts:* affiliation with organisation^ cited by the Attorney General, 
particularly organisations of Trotskyite origin (this included his: 
participation in the presentation of these organizations* views to 
Department to have organizations removed' from Attorney General* s list, 
raising defense fund for that purpose, etc*);: and miscellaneous 
activities such as his participation i'h' anticonscription demonstration 
in 1947, his representation of seamen screened < 0 'ff merchant ships' as- 
subversive from 1951 - 195^ and his status: as 195B officer of War 
Resistors League, pacifist organization* Bufiles: also reflect infoTma- 
tion*of nond'issieminable nature either because .of question of ‘ identity 
or because information deals with Watts* relations with Bureau* Watts 
has been extremely critical of Bureau on number of occasions* On 
5^17f50 New York Office was instructed that officials and, personnel 
of WDL were not to. be interviewed., without Bureau authority*. Wien 
interviewed in 1952-5.3, security case which, had been opened on basis- 
of cdmplaints made by Yfatts, Watts furnished nonspecific information 
that individual was pro-Communist and had a close associate and neighbor 
who had a brother and wife who reportedly had Communist associations, 
thus Watts based his complaints on very items fo.r, which he criticized 
Army pro grant in-current report* As Watts f repard; deals entirely with . 
military program affecting draftees no attempt-was made to make complete 
analysis*- Obs.ervations' based on correlation-^of file review concerning 
author and review of' his report are set forth in details* 

RECOMMENDATION : 

Attached is a yellow of a replimat of a. memorandum, containing 
information suitable for dissemination, on Watts, which, if approved, 
will be disseminated to the Attorney .^General, Deputy Attorney General 
Rogers, Assistant Attorney General Tompkins and G-Rj, :by letters of 
transmittal which will show that Watts* study was financed by the Fund 
for the Republic, 


DETAILS : 

Reference is made to my memorandum to you dated August 12, 
1955, wherein I advised that in accordance with Mr* Nichols* request 
the -250—page report by Rowland Watts oh Army -Security had been obtained 
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Memorandum to Mr» Boardman 

from G-S.and-was being studied by the Liaison sTfiles 

{fiatt s’ resort and a review of all references to Watts 
has^ntw been completed and the results are hereinafter set fort . 

nAnirammn) FOR WATTS’ BEPORT z 

According to the annual report of the Fund for the Republic 

1955y Tiemspdper clippings which announced the release of the ^report 
described!, it as the first comprehensive private study ever^made of 
the Army’s security program for draftees* The repb-rt- xoas released, 
by WDL, llS East 19th Street^ New To'rk City, 


In the preface^the author states that the study was under-^ 
taken as an outgrowth of his experiences in the private practice of 
law in Baltimore, Maryland, and as National Secretary of the WDL}: 
that he. had been assisted' in it by several score attorneys throughout 
the country who had made their files'^, experience arid time available 
to him, .The author claims that the report is a .study of the effect 
on ^draftees under the Universal Military. Training and Service Act,, 
as amended, of the Army Personnel Security Program specifically 
concerned with SR600--22.0-~l and related regulations; the examination 
of the legal basis for this program;^ the administrative application 
of ii: arid some of its practical outcomes;' and while its andlj/sis and ^ 
conclusions are implicitly suggesti.ve of changes; in the.program, it ■ps 
not an attempt to .devise a security program which might be conformable 
to civil rights. The report is divided into two volumes which will be 
hereinafter described. 


’ ’The Draftee and Internal Security ”t 

This volume makes no reference to the FBI but drastically 
criticised the Department of the Army concerning every detail of its. 
handling of its security program concerning the draftee from the time 
of his induction until his discharge. It contains the author s study, 
analysis., and conclusions of the Army Military' Personnel Security 
program as it affects drafteesp excerpts from various laws and 
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Memorandum to Mr, Boardmah - 

regulations governing the program such as SB. 600-220^-1 (criteria), 
espionage laws - ^Section 793, 794, Executive Order 10450 and Public 
,Law 773 - 81st Congress; and such forms as the Lbyalty'^Certifioate 
for the Personnel, of the Armed^ Forces (Form PB 98) and'the form 
setting forth Veterans' Bights and Benefits .(BBt214-1)• 

Watts states that the scope of inquiry was. con fined,solely 
to draftees, excluding persons drafted under the doctors and dentists 
draft; 110 cases were examined, .87 in detail and partial- information was 
obtained in others; cases were geographically distributed, throughout~ 
the United States; 12 ci ties were visited;' 43. lawyers were interviewed 
and pertinent inf ormation obtained f ram 28 of . them. The'author states 
that every effort has been made, to preserve, anonymity of ^ the attorney 
and his client and it is^^ noted that in no instance dues' he mention , 
of the case subjects or counsels by name nor does he name^the 
city or branch of an organization with jphich case subjects were 
affiliated or give the date of subject's affiliation, , Because of this, 
it is hot possible to. identify any of the cases mentioned with 
current or past Bureau cases, " In jjiew of this fact and' the fact’ that 
Watts' study deals entirely with the handling of security cases by the. 
military, no attempt is being made to make., an analysis of the truth 
or falsity of his. report, 

"Avoendix 0 to the. Draftee and Internal Security": 

<* ^ 

* This volume contains in outline form the results of 49 case 
studies of draftees investigated by the Army under the Universal 
Military Training'and-Service Act’, In general the case studies report 
the date of, induction, (month and year); information regarding the 
signing, of Loyalty Certificate DD 98 (lists Attorney General's organi¬ 
zations); q. summary of draftee's military career; a summary of the 
allegations and the date on which they were given to the draftee; • 
draftee's answer or information concerning the hearings; type of 
discharge and date and subsequent appeal actions. The names of 
Professor David Beismany University of Chicago and Norman Thomas were 
set forth as witnesses in case number 7 of this volume. Bureau file 
references concerning Professor David Beisman were checked, but failed 
to' contain any information that would identify that cds-e. The name 
of Norman Thomas, loas^ not checked due to the voluminous references to 
him in Bufiles, 

This volume mentions the FBI on pages 38, 39, and 155, It 
is noted that these references to the FBI appear jn the draftee's 
answer to the allegations or in information developed during the hearings 
and do not appear to be criticisms of the FBI,. These references 'arc 
being set forth in detail: (l) Case number 11, In answer to allegations 


- 4 




0 


Memorandum -bo Mr, Boardman 

that he had claimed membership in an organisation cited by the 
Attorney General} 'draftee stated' "I haije never been 'a member^ nor 
have I to the‘best of my knowledge claimed membership- in this 
organisation, or any organisation outlined as subve,r^ive by the 
Attorney General or the FBI," This statement, is, of course, 
incorrect as the FBI does I not outline any organisation as subversive, 

(2) Case number 11,. At his first hearing during August, 1954, in 
answer to the allegation^ that he had carried on extensive correspondence 
with individuals and orgdnisations in fore,ign countries, including 
the UiS,S,B, and its satellites, draftde put in evidence a validated. 
Merchant Seaman card and stated "Befare I received that card I talked 

to-'an FBI agent} Mr, _•. At that time Me. told me he saw no reason 

why I' should stop corresponding as be saw no ^harm in this corresponding 
over "seas," (3) Case .number 49, Braftee who had been denied commission, 
despite a rreportedly excellent record in BOTC courses stated that 
at the suggestion of his college commanding officer he sought and ' . * 

obtained an FBI interview in which. Jie disclosed all the information 
that was‘available to him. He then sought to enlist' in the regular f • 
■army, and’^was denied enlistment^ . . _ 

Beview of Bureau'.Files Concerninc Watts • 

' • m ' ' ' . ... . 

In addition to^the information concerning Watts which is 
included in the attached memorandum for dissemination, Bufiles .contain 
considerable, inf ormat ion ^ which is not set forth for dissemination 
because there is a question concerning posit'ive identity and the 
reliability of the source in one instance is unknown; or the information 
deals with Watts* relations with-and criticisms of the Bureau,.^ 

Irjfi>rmation About Which There is a Question of. Identity : 

Bqldndi Watts, President, Baltimore, Peace Congress; was 
listed among the speakers oh the program for a conference oh dem'o- 
cra.tic rights, which was held on June 14 and .15, 1940, in Baltimore, 
Maryland; and. was called by the Maryland Association, for Democratic 
Bights, an affiliate of“the National Federation for Constitutional 
Liberties, which has. been cited by the Attorney Geheral, (l00-'1170-73 
‘ ^ P* 6), 

In May, 1943‘, the^ Baltimore Field Office opened-a Custodial 
Detention - C case based on information furnished by Henry H, Bippeger 
(not further identified) that one Bowland Watts had been, an officer 
of the Communist Party of Baltimore, Investigation was clos’ed when it 
iaas. learned Watts had been inducted into a conscientious objectors 
camp on December 26, 1942, Subject of -this case is probably identical 
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with the aubj'edt of instant memorandum but there is no positive 
proof of this in Bufiles, (100-207480) 

Relations With and Critioisms of the Bureau: 

.A number of civil ^rights and domestic violence cases have 
b,een opened by the Bureau on the basis of inforr^tion furnished 
to. the Bureau or the Department of Justice by f/atts as a representative 
of the WDL. (44-1706;^50-1945j etc) 

On March 26,-^ 1946, former Special Agent Walter Dence, who 
loas. at' that time practicing law. in Miamij Florida^ advised the SAG 
at Miami that Watts [had c.ontacted him t 0 ‘ retain, his law firm to 
represent the WDL and W civil rights victim in civil action against 
the sheriff of Leesburg, Florida^ Watts advised Dence that at the 
request of the WDL o civil rights investigatidfi had., be.en conducted 
by the FBI and that a .Special Agent of the FBI had contacted the 
victim’s wife and intimidated her to such an extent that she felt 
it was necessary to. leave ^the State of .Floridq» ( A memorandum was 
submitted^by the FBI Ageni involved which jdenXed intimidation of 
victim^ According to Watts, the WDL had tried to secure some results 
in this case through the FBI in Washington, D, Gi, but its efforts 
had been in vain, [Watts reportedly cidimed Xhdt ’’The FBI is rotten 
and needs cleaning out in Washington,’’ (50-1945-16)' 

In a copy of a February 10, 1950, ’’Staff Report” made by 
Watts and issued by the WDL, Watts criticised the FBI’s investigation 
of a peonage case in central Florida, His report read in part 
”, • , after 5-^ months of d'^I<^'i^ory and inept investigation by^the 
FBI, the Givil Rights Section of the Department of Justice reported 

that it found no evidence of peonage in if_ _ ’s case,” Watta< 

report further stated that ’’FBI Agents — lawyers and accountants,, 
overworked and, almost without exception, white — are not trained 
for this type of investigation. They cannot gain the essential 
confidence of the Negroes in the area,, their activities become known, 

and potential witnesses are intimidated,”'(44-3081-iy^- 

* \ 

During the course of the FBI’s investigation of Watts and 
two of his WDL ass.ociates- in 1950 for alleged imperaondiibn of FBI 
Agents while they were conducting investigation on behalf of the 
V/DL in regard to forced labor conditions in Florida, Watts stated in 
an interview on March 29, 1950, that he desired to cooperate in every 
way with the FBI since the good work of the WDL ultimately depended 

■5^ upon receipt, of this information 

«« upon receipt of this criticism, the Bureau case involved was identified. 
An inspection of that case disclosed that there was absolutely no basis 
for statement investigation was r 6 - '^dilatory and inept,” 
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upon the investigation by the FBT and subsequent prosecution by 
Department of Justice. On April 18, 1950, Te^rrance one 

of the above-mentioned associates was interviewed bv Ag^ts 
New YorK Office in the presence of his attorney 

McCarthy and his attorney expressed the opinion that one tenth 
as ’much ehergy was expended by the FBI in 

cases', as was spent in investigating instant case the FBI would woet 
with considerable succese, in remedying sociological conditions %n the 
South, Watts-, also displayed to the interviewing Agenfs 
which^was to appear in the Spring 1950 "Workers 

publication, -mUh pertained to a prior ^interview, of the.Agen-^s With. 
Watts, This editorial stated in part ", ; . Instead Pf ^^vestigaping 
the -forced labor charges, the United States has launched an immediate 
investigation of the r^Gomkission^s investigators in Florida, where 
the Commission found extensive- peonage, the FBI started 
persons..- hot to apprehend those who might be guilty of peonage pu 
to attempt to build up-a case against the Commission .s investigatory. 

The. Commission referred-to fbi do el 

Labor, The interviewing Agents pointed out to Watts that JSf® 
not attempt to' build_up cases against anyone but- seeks to impartially 
dbtain^ the facHs. (47^39142/^37j 39) 

_ By letter dated May 17-f 1950, the SAC at New York was 
advised that, officials and personnel of the WDL were not to Le 
interviewed by Specjial Agents of the. New YorTc Office viithout Bureau 
authority, (4^-39142,^38) ‘ 

- A reliable informant of. the San Francisco Office reported 
-in March, -1951, that the San Francisco Bay Area Branch Organiser of 
the Independent' Sooia^ist .League (ISL) had stated, that' the iSL 
had a: ’pipeline" into the FBI files in New York thn ugh a*person by 
the ndm'e of Watts, an attorney for the American Civil Liberties Union 
in New. York City, T/dtts allegedly was an old friend of the head of 
the ISLi%^nd kept him informed concerning any information he received, 

A technical surveillance on the WDL office from April 24, 1951, to 
May 21, 1951, failed to obtain any pertinent information concerning 
Wdtts^ co.ntgct with any person associated with the FBI dr the-Depart¬ 
ment of Justice, ADetr6.it informant also furnished, a similar. 
claim made at'a Detroit Branch meeting .of the ISL on Jariuary 88, 1954, 
New York teletype dated February 5', 1954, stated claim' of "pipeline" 
had no .basis and apparently was made by Watts simply bec ause he had . 
on one ^occ asion furnished information to New York FBI, j I 1370 

I I 100-86590-47-58} 100-86590-34-145,. 145X, 152, 153, 155;; 

100-86590-773X2, 100-375861-15, 16) ' 

By letter dated January .25, 1951, the New York Office advised, 
that oTi January 10, 1951, Watts visited that office to furnish, 
information concerning-one Dr, Leon Luria vhom. Watts charged with 
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a,iding Communist seamen to penetrate Coast Guard screening of 
subversive seamen. The Mew York letter pointed out that Watts and, 
the WBL had criticised the Bureau in the past and manifested 
irresponsibility so that New York ■Agents had limited themselves 
to receiving such information as Watts saw fit to furnish and had. 
deliberately avoided conveying the impression that Watts and the 
WDL had been cooperating with the. Bureau,^ (ZOO-^86590-^7 

During a 1952S3 Security Matter - C investigation 
of William Boris Harris, an Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) employee 
and one of Wgtts^ neighbors, authority was granted to interview 
Watts inasmuch as he was the original complainant who had furnished 
information to AEC, When interviewed Watts'stated he considered 
Harris to be a Communist, but could furnish no specific statements 
concerning thisl He -stated- Hxrris appeared pleased over Umted - 
Nations* and United States* losses in Koreaf that he had aligned 
himself with a pro-Communist group in the cooperative in *ohich 
both lived:' that a close neighbor -and associate of Harris had a. brother 
who loas active in the National Lawyers Guild, which Watts cojisidered 
-bo be "left wing"' and a wife who'Watts, recalled had admitted to h\m 
at a New Year*s Eve- par^y, where, both had^ been drinking, that she had 
been a member of'the YoUng Communist League but was no longer a member. 
Watts stated -that he, himself, was one of several outspoken- anti- 
OoTnmunisis in ihe cpopsrctive and thai Havvis always seemed oppose 
him in membership' and board of dPrecpors meetings,. Watts advised 
he realised his sta-bements were very nonspecific and very general but 
in his own mind he was convinced that Harris and the neigh^d’'n were 
either Communist's or Very sympathetic to the Qomniuhists, Yfat-ps stated 
he did not wish to furnish any. signed statement nor did,-he desire to 
appear before any Loyalty Hearing Board, During this invsst^ation 
three additional neighbors- of Harris also furnished nonspecific 
complaints alleging that Harris^might be sympathetic to Communism, 

No removal action was taken against Harris as // tfte 

would appear, before HEC Personnel Security Board, (.116-46873-17 p,4, 9) 

Observations : 

No attempt has been made to. make a page by page analysis 
of this report, however, the following observations based oh a 
correlation of the file review concerning the author and the reviewt 
of his report are being set forth as worthy of note: 

(l) The introduction to Watts* report begins with the 
following statement and very definite o.onolusion which 
alerts the reader to the fact that his report will not be faj^ ruble 
or fair to the Army: "A careful study of the A-my Military Personnel 
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Security program and its application to inducted men makes it difficult 
to avoid the conclusion that the ideal draftee is an only child of 
spontaneous generation who^ despite a hermit childhood^ has 
miraculously acquired the ability to read and write English but has 
never made use of these useful skills**^ 

(2) Watts appears to begin his case study report with the 
same idea of prejudicing the reader. For example^ in case number 1 
he reports that that case is still pending and counsel was unwilling 
to make the complete file available to him but would authorise the 
use of one allegation. That allegation reads "You have, a father 
who is reported to^hav'e said that if Communism ^offered anything 
good he would accept it,P 

if 

(3) On page 87 of the study the author' contends that 
each allegation like a count in an indictment should be capable of 
standing alonej and if it has no probative force in itself it cannot 
add', probative force to others. He then sets- forth 14 pages of 
allegations, broken down under classifications including such 
headings as Communist Party,. Publications, Family Relationships., 
Executing Loyalty certificates and Miscellaneous, etc. By Getting 
forth these allegations in this manner, one allegation sometimes 
appears very trivial, whereas when all allegations concerning a 
particular case are set forth together they reflect considerable 
activities of a derogatory nature. For example, in case nj^mber 41 
the fact that the draftee listed character references: who were 
affiliated with Communist fronts would not be sufficient derogatory 
information to cause him to be given an ‘^undesirable" discharge,,^ 
However-, a s.tudy of his case reflects 17.allegations,concerning the 
draftee himself including Communis.t Party membership, membership in 
cited organisations-, and refusal to sign the loyalty Certificate 
claiming the Federal Constitutional Privilege, in oases number 15 ^ 
and 16 where allegations did not pertain to the draftee, draftee was: 
given an "honorable" discharge in one instance and a "general’* 
discharge .under honorable conditions in the other, 

(4) watts cr-iticized the Army for not securing accomplishment 
of the Loyalty Certificate form prior to induction and for failure 

to reject inductions: on the basis of subversive connections indicated 
on that form or on the basis of information which Army investigations 
reflect was gained prior to the draftee’s induction into the Army, 

Watts contends that there is no justification for granting discharges 
based on anything other than activities while in the Army and the 
character of service rendered. He states that preinduction and post-^ 
service activities should not determine the nature of the discharge. 


- 9 « 
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Memorandum to Mr* Boardman 

(5) The report ie very critical concerning the use of 
Attorney General's list of subversive and communist organisations, 
as a yardstick of loyalty claiming that its validity is open to 
question because cited organisations were not afforded a hearing 
prior to having been listed* Watts also criticises the application 
of the Executive Order 10450 to draftees claiming that it ioa&' 
meant for civilians and not meant for draftees:* in this connection 
it is noted that Watts was active in the fight to have certain 
organisations removed from the Attorney General's lis^tj particularly 
organisations of Trotskyite origin. Eleven of the 49 case studies 
contained allegations of membership in one or more of the organisations 
with which Watts has worked and these cases were usually set forth 

in much more detail than the other cases* 

(6) in some instances Watts states "While most of the 
information in the (?-<8 Summary^ of Information cannot be divulged 

a.t this time, one item is of particular interest*"- He then rela.tes-. 
some ridiculous allegation which would obviously’prejudice the reader* 
Case number 33 is a good example of this technique* 

(7) In case number 35 no allegations were served against 
the draftee and it was apparently assumed that he had been classified 
a security risk because the draftee had complained tha.t for 15 
months of his military career he was continued at the same .post 
where inducted performing routine nonimportant duties* 

(8) watts, criticized the Army program for using nonspecific 
charges, for determining "guilt by association'^ and using unidentified 
sources^ yet, when (as previously reported) he was interviewed., 
concerning an AEG employee about whom he had originally complained, 

he was guilty of these same techniques* 












‘ 8 - ojijL^f'’€nd dupl 
I >'''^22010 
I p Mr* Boardnan 
! • Mr, Belmont 
1 • Section tickler 

$ppte^mb$r 
7 - n"—^ 


Mwmim mris 




|®C!IASSinEB.:BTi 


had 'prpdtpus^u been, ■fprniehed- pC'Huy '■ ■'• ■ 
d&ncernihg the 0 //$terd‘md'-mtipittpp .ef' th&iTiind /&r ‘''. 
MpJfepubifd».\Mp'0f:dtnf.-t&'^M&;^:SX^ 2$SS,'f^pdPt,ef'Me '■■■ 

'FunB 9 "it nuthcHddd in Me stM &f . (y, 

/&r a pregrdm pf fe.llomhtpd \dfi4 'iii^dd'ta'*in^aid t& tttm. the ' y 
dttentim &f''d&h 0 tnre 'tc prpSimn' d/ &pdcia 2 emc&rn tc ' '■• ^ 

fui(d4- -Mcmlmd Watte, Mttpndj, i^ 0 CTetdTt'''p^ Wertcpt-- - ^ 
SefmBe 'Lmgue, 'a Apfemt ntampnt tfthe/^SQicidit&'t >?artWp-:- ■.'^^ 
reaeirnd me «/ the gmnte*^td**e%d'far- a etudu ef-’^undeettable**- 
dteeh&tgwd of drafted eemittmn bae&d m al^eg&tiope ■ 

:regarding pfeindmtim er ammi£iMemV'‘'’A tme* ■ . 

repcft bu Watte .eettirig^ ferth- the ■reeeite.-ef-hid - . 
etudg ef the effeet &n dPtifl^e 'ef the-trap Militaru Pereennei 
i^eearitff Progtm me relmeea, m 4ugu&t 4^ .20SS, by the ■ ^ 

W&rkere .Mef&me Leeghe, poXmes'.were entitled.- ^ 

^fhe tmftee end Internal and **4vpendts <> tc " 

thetee and .internal Seeprity,- '''' ;■■•■, * 


|,r . ■ Mtte- me bem Ma&dmb&r %?, 1918, BaXtimre^^ •- 

^ Maryland* He me admitted t4 Wte M&rylend Bar 
^ and since 104 W-iie has been Matteml Sscretar^ sf ^he^ . 

' Werhers Befema "Imgde, ■ ^isHyhae hmdgh&rter^ at$lJ^s&et 
X9fh-tS'f-resty HSit Terh 'Matte tervSd-a--t^^r^'^eass^ term 

as a ecneeiehtism ehjestsr ^Hn$ World War fSXy^Ptf^ipate 
in mticenmriptim aetivities in XB4ff ms offiM^^ 
with a pceifiet erganimtton Hn lBS 8 i has been jt^me^Sn \ 
the campaign to haue srg&niffi^tisns sf Trotskyi'^ er&gijffi 
rmtsbed fr&?i i 8 ie'',^f^for-nsy-MSiijstdl *s- subversim' 2 istMs 10 ^ 
bet&sen 19Si'-end'igSd he repmSentsd eemen'mhe had been. 

off mersH^njkSfiPS, dk' Seaur itu rieks, .--> t^’ ■' ' 

. EnoM A pr ''"a a' : I OT«*iW| " ■ ■ 

[‘AM ^Earn- 


Tolson :■■ ? J I C> 

Boardmao /J vX 

Uichois JSf^ 

Belmont llpIL ■ ' ^„ ft* » -- , 

Hafbo _ V L..:. NOTE:* -^- Attached -^nemo • was vre.vi oualu^ acoroved fpripi aseminati on 

r ,to A;t-^prney General, Deputy Attorney General Rogers, and \ 
Rosen^ y.^^j[A§sistan/^ Attorney,.Ge^erkl Tompkins .in^.a'tcordance -With 
sfewZIZZ P’y the reoc^endation XHlmemp, from Belmont to Boardman dated^ 

f% A captione-d j^’*BEpCT^\^hy Rowland, ,Wdi^9 on Amy Securiiyi 
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M'enorcAdsa /dr 4t*orn«jr ^ewurcfX 


Xn ih -0 cp7*fng d/ Z9S0 iHi 9 turecu coadacied 
ctt investigathn p&nasr*ning Tntts tnd tsa »/ Ais 
cssoointen^ in ths iforkers defense Xeagus for cXXcgedljf 
representing thenssloss jss ppx Xgsnta vhiXe theg issre 
conducting inusstigattone for the jt^ague regarding 
forced labpr conditions in the SSfate of PJortdc*, 
Prosecution ©cf declined beoctuse investigation failed 
to deveXep sufficient evidence’ cf c prosecutive nature 
indicating a violation of the XnpdrsondtiQh stotutei, 
Reports reflecting the results of thin investigation 
coptioned Zeroy gacherp Terrence I'cCarthyx 
Soplcad Tatts^ nith dies, zolcnd Watts -» ImpereOnation^ 
mre furnished the iptpartnSnt in ^pril pnd IQSOn 

Xor your inforncttcn, there ic enclosed a 
detailed suns,ary uencrendun vhich reflects information 
in our files Concerning Zodahd Watts* 
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iSf*. ?iIi fC9r 4'. Zogers 
. Zeputf Attorney {XenoroiX' 

iseistent MtCrney Cenercl 
WilXim f* 






Mr. KichoH 


M. A. -Jones 
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ALL l^iFORMATlOH CONTAINED 
»'nHERBMS UHClASSiF® 


Mr .. Xie'^8 devoted part o£ Jus* troadcast. to, a^ ^scussibn bf the Etmd 
for the ReptibHc. Lewis espI^^IQtJmt Ms mail, staff ^dxeceived inquiries as tb ^ 
why he (Lewis) Jc^t. saying that, the money given ip th ^^und for the Republic b v die'll 
.2QX.<LSi^5?ai3atip®LbMohge.Alo the general public^ Le’sws' commented .t!mt iUbe ansyror 
lips in the somne of the;.m6ney». tibat 89 1/2 per cent of the Ebrd Mptox Company stpi 
(wMch is nbn-vo^g)-was. givenJtprthe' 3 *brd Fpundatiphahdhehce is free of tas:es>r.^. . 
■OMy some 10 per cent of ihePjsr^ estate, is hence stibject to 

that since the money Is tax free it waS» hy law,, ostensihiy heih^*(^v6h'foX'''a^;^e: 
people.. In tMs hense,' Lewis said he meant that the, money h,e|oa^ed 
people., Lifact, recording to Lewis, the law requires the si'^n^;Hp|';ah%^ 
justification hy stxch orgardzati.ons ’before. theBureah-bf Interj^rRO-fenub w^ must 
pass upon the sfetemiehts .Levds said .unfortunately fhO statements of justification 
nre contidentiM.. <He added that the citizen, ought tb'lsnbw if, the mttoey ^Mch is t^ 
free is being properly spehti 


) 

v> 


» Tolson,^ 
'^iBoardf^n 
Kichbls-.,. 
Belmont 
Harbo 
Klohr-j 


Mr; Lewis then read Bebm: the law which, sbts forth the conditions 
under wMchsuch fo^cfetions^|i^^^perate in order to secure tax ezemptionsi Thi^ 
provided, )^ong other things, that the money should, not go for pf ppagahda or be q 
used for poBticM purposes* - ^ 

''' , ' -S. 

Mr*' Levds commented ti^tlasf’ivee^k hO started reading aiist ^ 
of projects taken from the Fund for ^the Republic' s Report but, had become o 

sidetracked in a discussion of .the AmeMcm^egion in lilinois and an "outfit*' called:^ 
th$!^merip^ Heritage^ ofCMcag^tie said that he had discovered" the fact ^ 

thdf the American Legion-is not in on the project at He then read a, list of 

.projects being sponsored by'the Fund for the Republic* At: the conclusion of the 
broadcast, fieyds said he wouldbe-intefested inknb"vdng howmahy pf these' 
projects were,of,benetif to the tax phyer s, and he wondered if Ms listeners feit thef e| 
V«*e. amy political or legislative propaganda -connotations involved in. them. 

RECOMM^DATION: ^ 
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m 


Rone. For your information^ 4 

cc - Mr. Richols 
cc -Mri Boar dm an 
r^fMf . Belmonf 
Jones 
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VROJA t 


Mr, Tolson 
L. B. Nicliyi’ 


DATE: 



tUBJECr: 


AMOS LANDMAN 
<^FDND FOR THE; REPUBLIC 
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Victorpti'esel, whoAi^^ been a. student of the CIO-PAC, is no 
engaged in checking into JW;,_H^^exr.y*s^ background and connections with 
the CIO-PAC, It was found that'Henr^^i^Zrwi, who is now th e CIO "public itw 
director ; was a Communis^ at one time and that he, Riesel, believes that 
W, H. Ferry nut Zon in this job, I asked Rbsel if he had x\m across any 
trace of Masc^owenthal being connected with Ferry since it was known that 
Lowenthal, some years ago, frequently conferred with Henry Zoh, 

Riesel'stated that lie'was going to check this out as he knew that 
Lowenthal was one of the brain trusts in' CIO**PAC, He then related that 
Amos. Landman, w^o invoked the Fifth. Amendment, Was recently hired by 
the Fhndior the Republic as a public relations ^rector ior one of its 
projects, Riesel further pointed out that Paufc^cobs, CIO l eader v ho has 
been investigating Commumsm in Hollywood'S was supposed to serve as an 
advisor to, the Fund for the Republic in screening any persons hired; that 
Jacobs knew nothing about the hiring of Landman and that Jacobs iff up in 
arms over this, Riesel states that he contemplates doing a series of columns 
and is going, to inquire into the Landman connection with the Fund for the 
Republic, 
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Mr', Belmont 
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r Mr, Tolsop«_^ 


Office Mjsmk'andum • united states 

, * Mr. It ItT 

M'*. >*rrs^ 

TO I Director, EBI date: 9/2/55 

S' «.»" »“«siS 


/ li * Director, EBI date: 9/2/55 

roBjEcbr.- wn^ HUOH,»EERRY, aka Ping Perry " ^ 

«PHB<^nW1> pOR,, T7fF^-BT?.PJmTT/L- 

INPOroSlION^W^^I^S”' . i 

There is att^ed for ^hrf attention of the Bureau 

£L^^vl^^8^S|4PP®?>^lnS iP the-JAO/SS 

edition of the * N^Z^ZhBC^u^allAme rlcan?. entitled !*A 
~j ^ne~Sided Tax Fre^ ^^SlS which the su^ect is mentioned. 

_ .. . .jO 

Enc.liLjL^y --'--— 


Mr. ll Itr^^ __ 

M'-. >*rrs^ns=™^; 
Mr. r -. ; 

Mr. | 

Mr. -1 - - IT lit 

Mr. V/Interrowd^ 
Tele. Rnnm _ __ 

Mr- HolloAan_ 

Miss G/adyu-_ 
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- 'FISE^JtDAVS: -/• 

! B 7 GEORGE E. SOKOLSKY ' . 

* rpH^Fund fot'the Republic was^establlshc'ct.by lAo, ’ 
X.;P(>r<rrFoundatIon 4hd was<giyeh'A5,5op;ooo which 

Paui;H 6 rtlnan,,Rohert>Hutcblns,«'andv^vB^^ Periry^itb-^ 

! gether with, a. ffqht bt'tfusteesv-werb' .to spend--Ipr i. 
r geheralvpilrposesi. TOe ^brd Trustees, steted; ■ 

"The/PbundaUph. v^fi , support-activities directed: i' 
i -tbwarff ;the-' ellnilnatlbn of,. restrictions- on,-Ifebdbrii. of ; 

though^j/lnqulry, ahd/e^rcsslbrt• ih-the-United'-States; ( 
f arid'ithe ’develbpmeht/.bf, policies, and procedures ;bes|' | 
I adapted' toVprofect.these rlghts/lh. ,theiface o^. perslsten i 
wterhatlbhal'.tenslon;’* ; , 

it I ifobody- can object tb^-ahy,,group/flghthlg, for ;ciyi ^ : 
t i- nbertlejs/otxVarlbus' Kinds ’ arid * asgreat. ^iridriy' brgarilza-) , 

' \nbri^;cxls^d 6 r:'suchipu^ose 44 ri;'theiyriited^Statesj ;af,’ ! • 
. for liri'starioe>'the 'AmeYlcan'-.Glvll'.Llbertlbs' TTnlbn,. the. ; 

, ,^ntirPefamatl 6 h‘Eeague;,:thesilatlbriah^dclatlbn^^ j ■ 
. jhe! Adyancemerit’of Colored iPeople, etC-i ;e’tc. These'' 1 
,^jfg 4 pl^tlpris have-beeir iorigjlripklS{ericeandi.preferred; 1 ; 
|Top^p^posed?tliey':afe;wif-&o^:'|^^^ * 1 

THe.dlfferericeJbe| 5 ye.eri?|liese'bbdles;and',The«I^ - 
’for' thevRepubllc, x^hlcliithSiPofd, Fouridatlbh .csthh^/ = 

; 'hshed, 4 s^;that’ whereas} ,aU;the. bther 4 ;ar^^^ 

!' brgariizations bf 4 Cltlzeiisr.whp;^elfcyeiri!|i:i.carise}and set’ 
theirisei^ up; 4 p' fight fprit? ari'd^-are'-^bject ■tpHthe, 
crltlclsriipf,thelirimembersXrid»ilhe?\rtth'^bl.dlri 
■'pprh/Th'evIhrid.fbr't^^^ the«dtherfhand». 

cbrisl 5 ts',bfj’trusi;ecss'and ai ;hlred.’pfflce/staff whd ar^ ; 
subject- 4 b^ndcoritrpl,;h'avb h«^jriember%ahd^have;,ah^ 

: ^rib^bjfs treasury ,yhlch-^fe(lpcQwe free}. *, 
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NEREIN I.S'UNCLASSIFIEP 


TitTja.. . .. , ; 

CLASy^ . 

From' ^ 

Hy JOURNAL.AfiBRICAN 

hAtPB'Tuesday, August, 361 1955 
foritarmd by h/ y. divIsioh 
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tribute* ^delyrVfith i*ie obJCQt oi? inlluenclng-pubUc 
'oplnfpnf ^ V -■=' r" “■ 

M:« ^anrii»!ri 'R ftftfc's* b^Anne'IjoitHai«ht;SooK^15 dbtrlbutedr 

to May/3l.,Ubmt^^Md.;Ubraiy totees. . , , 

‘ - «'4idIetln.bHto 'Atomffc‘^ientlste.*^Sp^^ Issua'bnlqjrfity*:^ 
Mcurity^ 2^000»:cbpfes:?3Elst% seiec^ -bjt PUbUsliw. 

•«>Cornel£gerics.^Clv5Llberti%^Boo|f..(:tomellrp 
Press.sPHiniitiPers'onuel;'lists: pelecte'd;by'pubUshtt. . 

‘t i^celess Bifbnnefs and OuE'Scb<»ls’b'y liav^nce'Martl* 
Pjimphlet^ jDojTer >ps^^ ';25?ro(S wples.- 
Associations^ ^ ^ -v — 

‘Preedom Award? t Speeches/ Patnpblete^^wcdo^, Sqiue; 

-.,. 5 .::' s-i* I*, 11 la*^rm 60 tier TTnilsA>^ 



copiesLUsis'selected by^ubUshen. , , - , . 

\ ‘‘^“Grand Inquest* Telford,Taylor.Bool:> ^Sicqpies^^e^eral 

Benclu / „ t ^ ' -w ' J 

" *^'Opcji Occ^pancjK^ Housing,^ Arliclei' 'IIou§q and Homey 
15,000i copies? .NatlonaVrcommltteaAga p4criminaUoq\in 

Hbuslhgr:olhws;ia-ra'ce relatfons’.lleldi ■ ' . ^ , 

1 -'' “•'seevit, Kqw.”^Murrow^Oppenhelmer'^televIsJpri;.taterylew. 
’brie‘huridrei;ten'i6;inm. prlnts.'lMucaU6nai;iustltutlonsf:clYfe 
;Organlzatlbnsr:i6cal,dlscrisslqn'"t^oups.1-,., 

' '* ‘See li 'Now.* Terfytsfon'iprograrii';omboot'censqwWpfwi 

CalKorrilritHve i6’mirirprinW/;SouthqmCalIlbrnla: clyiq^upst, 

‘ -“Strong lit ThelriPrIdeandiPreeNby Hany P.'.Caln. Speech; ^ 
5.000 copIe5./-^iatlqnai;avU Ubertles’Ck^^^ j= 

it^'SksOTCisirie®, -"-I 

I ** “Tbe PlflkAj?^enri|h®ri*^'T°^^ NJ Grbwol^B^t, ' 

i35,006^'Cbpies; BeriQh',andrkar/,' J _ , , " 

k" >^‘‘’nic::Kept 'WlthessesV by ;Itfchard’*H;.‘ftbyere. ArUwq 
t‘Harper’s4,25,000 copies. lAbor. otncl8ls::;bii^esq..c:^ecutlyMi ^ 
It '«<^e*P 5 euHoiCoriservatlve>Revolt* by'lBlchardXHofstadUr. 
|ArtIcie;;?Aroer^can^5!qbqti^^■25^^^^ 

^educators; Churcluneni^ . J.. ' ^ 

r ^ **^6'lhsure ihe"^Bnd of our HysteriaV6y:;Paul 

? Articiei.^e New/Yorlfc Tlmes.Magarine.*'Ek»®ni®®‘^y= 

?erUesTco£iktceTAmerIcanrDram‘'ASspd^^^^^^^ ^ 

I '‘“To'MskeOur Security Sysie,m;Sec^e by kairnCTariBiBn. 
IArtlck;v‘The^New. .York Wmes Maga^ej*’ .10.0002^qqplesnEdu- 
fcaibrs. 



’^^^rae'lIS^^ls'';®llHoncrsideavitis, a|iti^rar^.antl-Conr' 
grcMonat Cpinmittee? 

talnly^aiirCitizens can^ he antirPHI ^and antl-P^^ 



of' liiidifiis •Ireedbiri. -of’-debate becaus® inoj-^aK j^reo. 
ir^nti w :i.«?. aYaiablR-for^.anotheg,Bpint^ot view? .. 

1 c^'rtb 
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Jfolt^ iaiils srai^ld brdi^cas^ox’jS4!)ptec:be9^I4» 1955» 

^<»YOted Ji^pj^soadiaately^ bjf T scdnutfie. io 14* ab;dY oijBxeF ^tiad foy th&. E<^u>llc aisd* 
I*6lcat4»dli* Ywaatci^t^et iotih tJielpUoYdnjf\exans;^li? bt'wbftt tbo F 42 x^ 4 * 4 oldg 'witb \ \ 

it* $i5i 1kC.0« OvO It ittKSi th* Tov^ JfoisodftUcs^in taxr j^etnpt znon«/> Ills 4axsdi*^ 

xnad* p^btie *«yeralWefci*ag®r £pi!*: fe e^^Jpablic/_H« quoted 

dtimatis* th* ^rogr*** laadninl^hoidte^ <^lvU Hbertles 25’sjnd foy ,th© ^ 
Bcpnbllt; give* pjrUe* to peijfapa*, o;tg*al**tloa* and c&n;tnuQltii|t* tSat ii*ve.^i*« ‘ 'V I 
tiag*t*h*d theniaeive* by the ataadtlxeybayptaken^^ 


» 

f~^ 

<u 

X 


li* |hea tfelerre4 !«> hpatlng* pa. 14*^ Zig l^Sif befpte th* tkatXtf 

^teraal i^oaio^ttett In %taahi8gtpa« j^-4 aa^Batbdri t^Ubjich, t<fix?x«r 

Buifeaa iz^osrthaat v&io» in teitllylag fc,, 'i'ijfi'i^,ii' -Ih* J*ma.«ptac»itt**« 

idpntliica Mr«, |4avjr Eaowle* a* Cpci'eiayy pt the 0amueti44ata* JTehoisl In Boptea* 
Maeaachuiiett*, ;Pa* ceat*o5l«4 by tneosbet* ot the Cptawnaiefe pairty'v I*«\sdi^ 

»tate.4 t^atat tiie j2l soeetliig Pt ihe^ epmn4tt.ee> Knpvde* iw«* placed pader 

oath, adyiaed ojf l>Mlbrick*« teatlmohK tf^aidsfchejp aad.aCibrded ap Pppojrmnity* tp 
deny thht teitlmhay. th* iirst ^ fpeciiie pnedtipaii pnt to hpi^ lyerei (1) you n 
issamber bf the Conananlat J^aarty? *ad (2) Havd yon attended ceU taetttnga bi t&b 
Comxnanlst jEbucty in Boetbn. yritb Mazbect 2?hilbrick? Op botb/€pAe*Ubn*> jUre-i 

yetueed tb *n*wejf bp Ibe gtbdM* o£ eelf^^inctlminatlon, end the Amendxaeat> and ^ 

" ' ... .- . ^ 

'fei 


\ 


' *he did llke^^*e ba i .addlliohel p,ne«tlba* along th* .itaaee geaorei line*. 

4* ja ne*nl| of hen teatimoayv hCr*. Khoyde* yra* let ontpC bar 1410*^ 
a* alibiretran-at bforvrapd# 1 ^e*»achn» 9 tt»^. bu? etd>*.o>t^ntly ehn gota. jobaa^ ^ 
librevian at theJean* (phonetic) J^ezs^ovlal library vrhlch. i* oymed, imd 
cpondted % tWwa^an 14i^thiy J^eefing^ in ^Aymonth hfeoilng* i>Pna»ylvania> ^hlch 
1* near phUadclphliii flhe'*actusd .employnseation that Job v/a» don* by the library 
committeo of Hymouth S^oeticg, and the action immediately byoagbt forth ,a atorm of 
pretest Irom ihh leaders of .t&at Chtaker ooaamunlty* l?lymonth Ton«*bip School 

Board forbad* aohool teacher* to taho otdidrento pu&Uc fi^r^ry, 3 
mambara Of the. library doms±itt*o IteelT re*lgo*d, financlsd aopport Ipr 
th* township wa» cancoU«d> and rosolotien* war* pd**a4 by .the looal 

cc «NiChol* INDFypn 7 t \/!>iL£L-’^ _3 9 /-fj 9 7 *> 

ccvMr.^oardman 

<0-|4r». Belmont ^' j- -1!^8E? ^9 19S5 

WV'"’' Jfdnaa 


C* 

■fi 

S| 







-Meno. to —I' ' I - - -sjopt’dra^^o? 15.* J19?5 

€b%^te)r<i c£ t&«. AvsAticasx hez^ox l>A!t cAliin^ £ot dl«zaU*adv 


ee^ti^«d 'tbAt ia tb» lic^t ot «U,.of tH» tbft lE’esid Cbr tbo 
ll«^Mle jRtr^i^iriiid the sltaetic$« *nd xaadeir the^pUc)nc:.^At£oaed Aboye^^ JPr* Hfibert 
lli^tehltui iraaousced Jt Apeclel ^5*Cw!> awat 4 to the Cuidoixr 
^ for t:Gixxx%^cx^-'z^ eifeetiv»d::^en#o of JD'ecooot&tlcp^lotfiplos la-rofooh^i^.to Qiro 
MrA«.«2^oowle«.^ XIoichlav «aUd ihht Award isas bei&3;tattdelbecaot4i iho Foad 
for the hc;?ee that th# e»aa;;>Io set in. thtA caio iviU hx followed elrewhoro. 

in dmer|ea» ]par*lcnlArl^ when our UbraxleAr whicl^ ooem to he a npeciat tnrgetr 
of ielf^apj^lctod centorn and arnnteur lo^^alt^ expet^* are Involvedt 



jUeiild*.^*oapols^ed out that it so happens that H was not the fheohar 
Ho&thl^ h:{e 0 tlc 2 ^ t^t had hlt^od Mrs* l^owlss sad rofassd to sot aid of hor hoi the 
'fibrsri^ coxcsnitto# and the j^odlmr hf^^nthly' hfoati&s» <9 which, tho $%. oheck was 

trade cutf thus far has refused to .accept the che<dtafid has not cashed It. X>hwif 
pointed eat that ihathaa nothto^ l^o do iHth the phllofophF or intent of ITUtchins 
and that llutchina stilt thicica that It waa a ipreat act of jpatriotlsm and public ssryico 
fb.r,atihrarf coinsnlttae to Mrs an. accused Coznmnnlst* and Uctchlhs stlU plates 
itls worth^f .el a $5> t^S-priss.^- 

X.ewlS farther'Stated thdt-Jdra^ XleanUr iK^’^vensea*. 'uifa of the 
Frcaldcht of Oerlla <Jolte|;e in Chin and .a menab er^of |^_Soard -of ijlrcc tOrsFoy 
i^_Fcadjtor* t!ieJtte|jubtiC| waf. designated to make iba award persoaiHF# m 
atteeeptlnsftddcraoi- sheVMd she wanted tornake it cleap that-fhe |;ift was intrlhut'o 
40 the for their rsallesiionfor whatevar Jdrsr ihrowles* past associations 

'maf or maf not hare heen, she la -n lo$r.ai and a. hlgblir ^^lified- librarian 

who haa ever^'rlght it- earn a living and to hb treated with, respect accorded d huenen 
heh33 In theSe Fnited. -^tateSt 

l,SWla sieted that if Mra« Fhowlea has rsforsned realt$^ and is no 
longer a <!^nnxnnist# ali IS well and good^ however/ tomorrow ifra« F&owles* now 
of Fiyrnouih. IfeeUngt Fennsylvanla« will, appear once again under oath oeforo the 
ramp finals fntirnai Eecurl^ Comities to he ashed a^aln t^ether ah# Is a member 
of die fiornmunist $^rtr and thus will he idven an opportunity to establish her 
loyalty and patriotism* luewis a|aisd that it wiU he Intereaiing; to see what her 
answer wilt he. He cites tbia as anotber example of the project upon wHch Che 

of Ford Foundation money is being spent by the Fund for the EcpubllC 
■unii^r ^^-leaderShip Of Hutchins and a, swashbnchilng ycimg^lcslprasldcnl*' ^ 

mil>^?^rry* , --_ 


Hone-r For Informatlpn#- 
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Office M-cnmandum 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


TO 


TROM 



DATE: 


Sept. 


.pf 


C 


SUBJECT; 


© 

FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC 



the ^Illinois 


Former Inspector Lee Pennington called:today ^visini 
Department of, the 4lBe3;ip_^JLegian had passed oluti 


.vising that 
.esolution last 


Saturday requesting CppgjLe ss to t a.ke_a.way^he tax-exempt stafa s of th e Fxind'^l! 
l2£l^e ^epubU c. Pennington stated the Legion'people are quitTexercis,edr^er 
the statements of the Fund that it would investigate the FBI and the American. 

Legion and that^J^ord had been passed on by the .Legion to FultonXewis ., Fiiltoh' ) 
Lewis referred 6o the Illinois Department of the Legion contemplating passage 4s ^ 
of such amesoliition in his broadca'sfepn the night of September 5. Pennington; 
of course, ’ is very pleased with^the action of the Legion in doing^what it can to4/ 

take the sails out.of the Fund for ihd Republic. . • . y 
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Office l^efJlOMlidUM • united states GOVERNMEl 

Mr, 26, 


TO 


TK.OM t 


CDB,^Cr: 


FULTON LEYfIS, 
BROADCAST, 7:00 PM 
^AUGUST 26, 1955 

Ofund fob the republic 





On his broadcas-b tonigh-b, Lewis desoTiped bhe Fund ds the 
"slush fund for left wing poli'bical propaganda,"'' He siKid he had fuvbher 
developmenbs bo report* He said there had been'ia 025,ODO grant to 
Leland Stanford University Law School for a so-called ^ibudy on "summary 
of testimony of witnesses in proceedings relativ'e/to Cfgmm^ipm," He 
said that is the case in which Herber^^acker of Yfgshipgixorf^ji^'involved. 
He said Packer was not even a member df^^e Distl^T^f^’^ltdJumbia bar and 
added Packer was to become a member, of the Lelahd ^.tarifo-^ Law faculty 
on January 1 to direct the survey. He pointed%ut^aQker was already an 
employee of the Fund for the Republic and that'Ht wdd’pot the Leland 
Stanford University doing the study but their good name was being used. 
According to Lewis, Georgetown University in Washington would have no 
part of this survey. He said the object of the survey was an attempt 
to pick inaccuracies and flaws in the testimony of <anti-C&mmunist 
witnesses with a view to discredit the testimony and the people who gave 
it. 




In regard:to the above situation, Lewis pointed out ^at this 
Fund had not allotted any monies to review the Oppenheimer tes'b.ibiony a 

before the Security Board of the Atomic Energy Commission, Instead he'\ Q 
jsaid. the Fund had alldted 0200,000 to distribute film reprints of the 
\Edward B, Murrow TV. film, v^ich tried to glamorise Oppenheimer, 4> ^ 

■ iv ^ 

Lewis said no appropviajtion had been made to inquire into th^ O 
motives of the people who had WTiitsterbUie vile seditious works found in ^ o 
the high school libraries in California but said the fund did approve A g 
money for reprints of the Murfow TV film which ridiculed the California. S 
housewife who conducted the campaign to have these books, removed, 




Lewis said that nowhere has the Fund appropriated 
a project to find something good about American freedom and standard \ 
of living but it has appropriated $20Q0Q0 for the very leftist Washingtons^ 
Post cartoonist Herblock C^ewis said the Post championed Hiss and 
Remtr^%o 7 io)pJ• Lewis added that Herblock was to^do a natipnwide TV 

//}£> -39/ ^>f7- 


cc - Mr, Belmont 
cc - Mr, Nichol 
cc -Mr, Boafdm 
cc - Mr, Landid 
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Jone's 'bo Nichols Uemorandum August 26j 1955 

propaganda program this fall and winter^/'pointing out that there had 
been no appropriation for the American Legion to do a TV program on 
Americanism and the rights of individuals* He said there is a, project^ 

I however--! am informed by a reliable, source—to inve^stigate the Legion 
and the FBI on the ground they endanger the personal rights and freedoms 
of the individual* 


Lewis said he was reading from the Fundus announced projects* 
He said there was a project entitled "Fear In Education" which was. to be 
a study of high school and college teachers- attitudes* 


Referring again to the Leland Stanford grants Lewid^ said he . 
\had been trying to get in touch with Lean Spaeth of the University 
] without success and had tried to call h-im'^this afternoon* He said 
he wanted to as Jir Spaeth who broached the subject of the study-'-was ^ 
it the brain child of the Stanford Lean or was the study offered to 
him* He said he would ask how Packer got into the picture* Is he 
being attached to the Leland Stanford Law School only for making this 
survey andj if soj whyP He wondered why the regular Stanford faculty 
didn't make the survey and wanted to know if the Stanford Trustees 
passed on the project and if not, why notP He wanted to know if Lean 
Spaeth would reconsider the project and take a second look* He. wanted 
to know what qualified Packer and what purpose, did the survey expect 
to serve*' 

iLewii then referred, briefly to Hugh Ferry and his background 
and then said he would have more later on him* 


He said this whole business (Fund for the Republic) was 
strictly the party line of the CIO Political Action Committee g.nd 
spoke of Ferry's past employment with that Committee* He said that 
thih WO’S also the political party line of the Americans Fo-r Lemocratic 
\ Action* 


Lewis concluded by saying that the Aext move would be to 
ask the Treasury Lepartment and Internal Revenue some questions as to 
uhat was behind this $15,000,000 tax-free outfit* 


RECOMMENDA TION:' 

None* For information* 












BOARDMAN; 


■i-fr 


8/27/55 




\r-" 


The Director men^oned on. the telephone^that.^ w^ted 

a detailed ineniorand\un on the r!F^m< ^ •P<'»,'y||^'hA, ; t ^-puhli.c_-ea ^'*t^ __ 

' Ford Jllo.undatiDn.avaihble npon Ms return. He also desires that , 

another memorcindum be prepared on the Fvind for the Republic .setting 
forth derogatory information of a type wMch could be given^out. By tMs, 
he meant information of a public source or wMch had been verified, TMs 
latter memorandum will be needed on or about 9/1/55,, and every effort 
sliould be made to have botkdone by then. However, if tMs is not possible, 
then we should have the blind memorandvim giving the background, 

^ During the past week, considerable has been said by Fulton 

/^ewis on Herbert ^>jl(j^cker wht^is scheduled to go with Stanford..Univefsity 
on 1/1/55, The Fund fnE^ihe Republic report refers to.Packer as a.member 




cinted 


Mr, Tolson __ 

Mr, Boardman v 
Mr. Nicholsj^ 
Mr. Balmont.— 

Mr. Harbo_ 

Mr. Mohr_ 

Mr. Parsons _ 

Rosen -_— 

Mr. Tamm __ 

Mr* SIzoo_ 

Mr. Winterrowd . 

Tele. Room_ 

Mr. Holloman » 
Miss Gandy_ 


Ce Bar, Actually, according to Russe^f^^rner^iii J'ultoa Lewis* 
Office, Packer is not a member of the D, C, Bar, lEhrry^^iQhey'is. also- 
very much interested in Packer and'former President .Herbert Hoover was 
scheduled to challenge the Board of Trus.tees at a'meeiih^on-'8/25/55, on the 
propriety oFStanford University making a suryey of witnesses. 


B,e B-^^/Nichols 


cc - Mr, Belmont 


,LBN:fc 







Mr,. ToIsob 




FEDERAL BTJREAU OF! INVESTIGATION 1 / 

. -‘J- - r . . .. y. J/'i, 

' DNITED STATES DEPA^jMENT Of^JTOTICE 
Airtel^ . / 

hyT SyT 5/l£S?5|/ 

Transmit the following Teletype^essagn tos Bureau , . 
FORD POONDATEONj FUND INFORMATEON C 


I p il » . 

NYC, advised this date that whil e two of his agents were at^SbCx^fi^ a/ 

I were authorized by V l 9/7/^^« to initiate an investigation 

in NYC of captioned orgaiizations with the view~of I _' ~| 

^ . ^7 A 

V Source advised that such investigation- is being " 

N. initiated and that the NYO would be Icent advised of pertinen t 
^^velopments. ^ ^ ' 



IT information* 


f:, 


KELLY 


Bureau (RMl 














:*6 SEP‘t3l955 ^ 


-BJMr^C (#20-110 A , 

100.-1126li6- . U 
Approved Y^ ' 


^ , S.^ht 

c; in Charge 















STANDARD FORM NO, 64 



taflAUfyi • UNITED S 


GOVERNMENT 


r' TO s DIRECTOR, PBl - - . . - ' :datb; 9/l4/^5 

jj/6vf,6u j , 34 c,. HEW YORK (10P>112,61|.6) 

SUBJECT; j^ORD: FOUNDATION; ‘ ,, 

- THE^UND FOR THE ^PUBDIC; INCORPORATED'* - ' 

- INFORMATI on: CONgERNINa ^ 

CL.- ' /‘V ■ ■ . . . ■ ■■ 

- - ReNYair-tel 9/l2/5^, en6i;tled’F oHD FOUNDATION; *THE FUND 

"FOR Fi^EDOM INCORPOIIATED.” " ' 

Or^‘9/l3MJ - 

I I NYC , advised, upon recontact that when ^ 

he ^referrad; to Furvd for Freedom, ihcpypohated, he -meant .to.. - 
say the Fund 4‘or the- Republic Incorporated., 

This" .S-Ourc© adyised. that he would furnish t he FBI data 
re the Fund f or the . Republic as it is developed In l I , 

I I wher.e the information might be- of interest 

'.Jo the- FBI.. ^ 


c/-/ 
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September 19, 2955 


Mrs, 

1497 Third Avenue 
New York, Nem York 

Ne.ar Mrs,. Ball: 

Your letter of September 12, 1^55,. has" 
been reqeivsd, and I appreciate having the benefit:' 
ofyonr comments and observations. 

Inasmuch as the contents of your communi- 
oa.tiph involve a legislative Matter, a long-standing 
policy presents me from commenting further, I trust 
ydu will realise my position, in this matter. 


AtL INFORMATION CONtAIN0 
HEREIN ISUNCLASSiFlED 
fATE^lafe^BYi^SSSiSi; 


Sincerely yours, 

^4. Edear Hoorif 

John 'Edgar Hoover 
{OL^Nireoior 


^NOTE: 

C£> 


HEN: ifm 

('3) 


Bufiles .contain ho record of oorrespdindeht 
in New York,- Mr, fEulton .Lewis,. Jri is currently _ 
spending 'the rpaj.pr portion of his d^iy'broadcast 
in outl'in'ing the background' of the^l^nd f or the 
Remblic whi ch was established- by tJTe Tui'Cl E-o-undr^ 
atiorT, The .Bureau is maintaining an active interest 
in fhts- organisation. 

Zone numb sf-.. omitted because unable to clarify* 

■ - . ■ . ' 
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TRUE COPY 


9-12,1955 

Dear Ur Hoover 

Will you tell me why the "Ford. Foundation" 
Funds for the Republic is allowed to get by first, 
by not paying taxes. Second they are Communists Front 

Is it because, it involves a millionaire, 
who is absolutely against our government. Why cant 
you get after this criimy bunch. 

If you already know this I am sure you do. 
Why hasn't something- been done about it. Ask Fulton 
Lewis Jr, what they are doing & get his opinionP 
Thank God he is telling the American people what a 
skunk Ford is & his friends in our government are up 
to. 

Sincerely 

/S/ Mrs, G, Ball 

1497 - 3rd Av, N, Y, 28' (illegible) 








Ur.. Xlk^h:Xp 
U* A* iSo:iC9 


2D, 1955 


! 


7?VUSXii;x;BVt3, JH, 
ItABIO mOAfeCAS!? 
5SPXI2UB3IX 19 , 1955 




ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 
HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 
DATE!:Aak^BYi!^£SdBE 


Jr »f ixk Ida fcros4ieai?tfa?tiio-evaaitt^el^ 
■Ccpitralja? 19 toac^ ca tiif^^r*4ia?tiaaf nejguUic. IXa 
raivareltjr lAd fecc^ptad ^ 2Sr,C5^.f^^ ^ fa? 

tio cf teatksca*/ |r/ fa??aor <^rxi^:aict» -c?^ toa tjcaa pitocficea 
la rarlaaa Accardl?^ fa X*Ts?ia, fIJaafard jaade It very dear 

O Fc:d fs? t:^ BcjitUlc tsdil !>« ikjrsdttcd ta^.dsrciss toy 
ieilcaaca ever t2:a ctadjf.er !!». rctalf#*- Tlia P?cjsidr2?t cf tija Coivarsdty 
C^a atedv idU -t^o |c;:?art:al etad/ bvlc::al ticheUms, hiivfis 
tiat fia Profiidcat cl to tovar^itv stated' 'tot id accep‘4«i3 toa Uto* 

’t?!dc2i.lia» Ijccd ^oateatato cd By cortaifcx ncc?ti;^;;5eitfa, cductossi* aad 
radio-ccssdcatatora to tovorcify rcaiCiraa tot -cae cl Its -cHolfccttoa 
1« to .caccora;;;*? rcsoare^t too protoa^ toy deero. ’Wotto cl iavsts^-atlOa* 



i^vijiaatxia vdada Bavo* dcraya spativated trpo trcBolar». !S?Jio Presitoot raid 
laat t-^oa |j?|r:ti|doa irdl Bo IcllOA^TOd By toFlocdty lacarryios ^tat-’ilio 
roooarcBi ccatosto^ itaio r to craot, 

l^ovlo- tod tot a I^aas attoo^^yv lIorBcrtfetor* lro3r to 
Cltycf ITooHa^a ttotoo Beea.cp:^oycd ca totor ctotod^ofcct lor to 

rt*—u^jt aV- ^ ^ .. . ^ ^ A ^ -L-. _ . * Si..'*' 



•toiverypditodtolPdodIDcotocItotoyOtoty, CarJJ^aoto iitooctfc>. 



.said 


tl la H;;^y cao^ootlrtoA rtolrtlo ctsto?d;it/ 

I, I l4pw^3 \5Cdt m. fa i4y~to ^^t c2;in s i^Ttosopaciss to firaaV to 

I \ ctady 't?lU Bo rpda cade? to diroctlca fil I^rBcrt rotor Tf?Bo -wrai t»orB la 

' avatoao^^ta-catil toaary lot tito Bo ‘c 21 |da to Ctaaford totodlty 

odd totiroai -too ctatctoat It o:?pca?a tot Tator 'wiU bo t^^rBto.caL- 
po i^rojoct otil dca'^ary 1 'cdtoat aay ccycrvl?: to ot oil lor to cost toco rooetBo. 

' \ 

[ Bevdo C5i:4tod By cayia^j, "As vra proceed too iarcotlcatisa» 

t-cro la ^ treotodpis asaopot cl cad cboOltot CvjI'^^dXo^io'l dowa leads- 

fjjKbcrovcrcecaasary.” ' ^ f, ,v /? ^ /// 

CO ** XJoarCfSiJEa J, j Cc^;5k2jS5?*IJcI2PO-i^ NOT ' ’^co^^SO ' 
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fp £4r« llidbedsf 


Septem'b<ia;; 26 ^ 4955 


He ^ddcf^iiSaf aU <?£4Mii^s grcatcs^^ 

iaf cat'p/#Oi as a ^csvitr ^oro'^sill 1?e cvea&0»^2^1i;orc;^v^ 

't<s'|?dpo?rt. He Mde<5. liiat'^bre aJre:, several ateVtUng an^ v^iy slibcIciag^ 
sm^lee. m. ‘^^ch te werHas an^'tiki he ikyiiave- eae Txaa^«2a^nighi- ; 

'nr7fS’vrfltl^va ‘ ' ^ . 
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Ojfice * UNITED 


Director, FBI (100-391697) 

SA.C, Pittsburgh (IOO-I 2867 ) 

FORD FOUNDATION 
INFORMATION CONCERNING 
(LIAISON) 

ReinyaSjrtels 8/9/55 and 8/23/55- 




,r 

/ 



GdYERNMENT 

DATE: 9/15/55 


:b7D 


[ 


] v7ho has furnished reliable information in 


the past and whose identity should be concealed, advised 
SA RUSSELL M. GVJYNNE on 9/12/55 that efforts to determine ^ 
the identity of the unsub attorney mentioned in reairtels 
has been to no avail. Informant, stated that during sub-' " 
sequent meetings held with JAGlC^ARTISKY, a member_jof the fi'Y. 
District 5 CP Board, SARTISKY hks not revealed" the attorney'a 
identity or furnished any information concerning the, attorney's 
appearance in Pittsburgh on 8/8/55 •, RUC, 

Registered Mail > - 


1 w 100-9044 (JACK SARTISKY) 
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fol^lotilng conversation took place 
those hearings: 


II 

— and I am nou reading from the official record of 

' ii'i 


Nr- Nixon; As you probably noted from press accounts of the heax>ings« Whittaker Chambei’s* 
during the period that he alleges that he knew you, was not .known by the :.ame of Whittaker 
Chamber. Ke has testified that he was known by the name of Carlij, Do you recall haying ' 
known on Individual between the years 1934^ and 3?57# whose nana was Carl? 


" Hr. Hiss; I do not recall anyone by the imme of Carl that could remotely be connected with 
I the kind of testimony Mr. Chambers has given I think 1 know two!! or three people named i 


Carl — one of whom I certainly knew. .* I would think, as far bacic as 1937* •• Carl Spaeth. 
I don*t at the moment think of anyone else by the name of Carl, whom I knew as far back as 
tliat. I know another nan named Carl whom I have known more recently.. 


Hr. Hlxon:^; you Ichew then as well by their last na^s? 


Hr. Hiss; That is rights 


2588 


Now this sane record shows another mention of Dr. Spaeth, during his State Department 

days.in the testimony of one Robert T. Miller, on® of the subordinate officials of 

the Department, Who was described in the Con^sslbnal Record as b^ing a known communist 
and who, therefore, was being inten'ogated by the House UnAmericani Activities Committee. 
The Commlttoe was trying to find out how he ever got into the State Department at all, and 
here is the testimony' — and again I am reading from the official ^oord: 


" Mr. Nundt (Now Senator Ndndt and then a member of the House DnAmerican Activities Committee) 
Who,specifically, approached you — Hr. Pay or Nelson Rockefeller, 


^ Mr. Miller: Well* tlirough Mr. Pahy, I set Nelson Rockefeller, Cari B. Spaeth, snd itedley 
Cantrill, and a number of other people and I discussed coming downjltheres with ALL of thorn. 


and I finally did. 


Dean Spaeth was a very vocal defender of Phillip Jessup,.at the time he was under Inves- ; 
tlgitlon, wrote letters to that effect to the San Francisco News ortirDscember 17. 1949, and 
the San Francisco Chronicle of June 1950. ' ‘ J- 


He is a great enthusiast on India, and wants -to dovote 600j^thpuaandMollars of smother 
direct grant from the Ford Foundation, to a study of Constitutlonaliiand legal problems in j 
India. Incidentally, aometlme 1*11 get around to detailing for youljwhat this man has spenti 
of Ford Foundation money, in India in the last two years,- with a list of the projects. 

But you»d better take a good sedative first. ■ !l 


Anyway, that»8 the story of Dean carl B. Spaeth of the Stanford University School of Law, 
who has Just z^coived the 25 thousand dollar grant from the Fund for! the Republic, to make 
a study of the testimony of Elizabeth Bently, Louis Budenz, Paul Crouch, Whitaker Chamber* 
and other reformed conaiuhista, who have come forward and told their l^torles. 


And lt*s your money, o'f—cojj^se — because it is tax exempt and tlie sole grounds that it 
is tax escEqptt is that it Is being used for the belief it of the general’ public at large, 
i Or do you think that<8 entirely true, in this case? How do you thlnic this projedt will 
turn out, finally? ' |'l *' 
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) \ FuHOU LKfIS, Lp6A3}CAt^/\l , . J 

j ivJi'* ' (Bxcorpfe ~ rerTu nd fo\»i Uo Eepubllo!) ^ 

..: herei.\ mf«MCr ' ' 

0ATE7/^6>yi^lRV ^ /r 

How, let‘8 piHc*Qp'*ttre*'g i>S7x^ BYrid for the Republic, and Ito 15 mUlion ' 

fund which is going largely Into left-wing propaganda operations under the leadership of 
the former Chancellor of the Unlverolty of Chicago, Robert M., Hutchins and his asslstart^ 
Hllllam H. Perry, alias ”Plng" Perry, formerly with the CIO Political Action Committee 
under the late Sidney Hillman.... Inasmuch as. we dealt last night with Mr Hutchltjs 
himself, lets take up, tonight, the ' -n^'ord University School of Law In 

California,' to‘Which The Fund for 't given a 25 ‘thot^sand d<«ilar grant 

for a study of the testimony of wl- 'gs concerning communl^^g,^ 


That Is the one In which a young attorney by the name of Herbert Packer, who has been on t' { 
payroll of the Fund for the Republic on another project for some months past. Is to be r; 
\ sent to California, and attached...to..the Stanford University Law faculty, to di*«ct this 'V 

I so-called study. In view of the very peculiar circumstances, suwoundlng the' project, 
and the fact that I have beqn trying for nearly a week now, to* get hold of the Dean of 
that Law School, Dean Carl_B^>^aeth\— without success — and in view of the fact that 
, the~P'und for the Republic* says'timC they jcado the contract for this grant directly wlth^ 
^itean Spaeth, the next Indicated:pubJect,of Inspection would sW to be Dean Carl B. ^ 

X Spaeth., ^ . \ 

It seems tha t Dean Spaeth Is H^years old, and was a classmate of Kelson Rockefeller 1 

flit Dartmouth, in the class of 1929 ...later went to Oxford,on a Rhodes Scholarship, whereV^ ' 

he got a degree of Bachelor of civil Laws. So far as the records indicate, he never re- \ 
ceived any regular American I^w dei^ee, but he law at Temple University in PhUa-.^ 

delphla In 1955 and 1954, and then went to Chicago, where he became an assistant professojy 
of |jaw at Northwestern University. Whll® he was In CHiltgo he became aciiualnted with on^vf 
'Adlal Stevenson, who then was a young attorney around the town. 

At the beginning of World War II,, he moved Into Washington, and became a sort of protegee 
of Nelson Rockefeller, who seemed to teke him under his wing, and-became also a great f . J 

of the Alger Hiss, Lawrence Duggan, Sumner Welles'clique In the Depai^itent — the anti- ( / 

•Cordell Hull clique. ‘ ,.1 \ • - 

He remained in the Department until the end of .1946, and for the last*year was one of ' ' t 
special assistants to the Asa^.C^sui’ Secretary of State for American Republics Affairs, 
who mas -then the hlghljr controversial ■3prullle"Braden. ““Che of his two 6ffl6S^te]r w^S 
. an inconspicuous individual who seems to have disappeared from State Department ranks, 
named James wright The other Was' Gustavo Duran, who figured very prominently in Senator 
McCarthy*a expose of communists In the state Department.,... you probably will remember the 

Incident.he was the Individual who had been a member of the communist party In the 

Spanish Civil War, and Senator KeCarthy had a picture of him ,ln his communist uniform, end . 
frequently displayed the picture in platform speeches. ' 

So, in those last days In the State Department, Gustavo Duran and Carl Spaeth Hiere officer' 



In 1946 , he left the State Departgisentoi': 

School, and has been there ever 

has been on leave of^bs6nce.^:^4^aucSt—— 

" TT t11S^:s5^ 

Dcfdn on leave of absence show* 
out even asking the approval of i 
say for sure that he still IS on *’ 
the telephone. 


on of l^aOi of th e.Atan foi?a-lasr 
, jjr 

' or Pffr^JEastern Affairs for 
seems a little puzsilng‘'that 
contract of this kind', with- 
...^btees, but of cqxtrse X c’annot 
cannot get hlit to answer on . / 


\ j Dean Spaeth was in, up to his heck, in tii& notorious Institute of Pacific Relations, and 
V«J ^ member of the _,^rlcart delegation to an.. International confereneq of- that organlsatlrn 
^‘^evJral years ago ^ 

I^Meabers of the Stanford Lhw Faculty report^hat ha has-a- habif of boasting that "Adlal 
^A^^nfided this.or-t;hat-fca me When I* saw him Ih Llbcrtyvllle, year ago", o^i h# a 

profession of Ms close association and friendship with Adlal Stevep )il^.^gI-fcA.U- 

^ ^ |[t 

made a great profession of his friendship with »lc«r Hlsa, for y —b 

party, I am told, in San Francisco shortly after 4*e war 
V j;as at the tine of the tfSTtbsr Nations Conference there, ih " ■* 

sure.‘ In any event. Hiss hlt^elf copr-obo.rates the acquaintt-' e % . T'^ - 
pearlng^’of^ the Housti UnAmerlcan Activities Committee, In August of 1948, 
loa the wi^e&s stand Wing cross examined about the testl ony of WhittakqrijE ' \ \/ 
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HEREljv is my^i l£D . 
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^JPund for Republic^ Report! 


By FOLTOir EEWIS JB. 

(C^pTrlibt. Kkr mturtsf STudiau; Za^> 


f : \ "" WASHpTGTON, Augr. 23/ 
i^PFICIAI5 of the highly controversial 
Fun4 for the Republic ^re reported 
growingr concerned over the possibility that 
jbheir 315,000,000 anti*anli*Communist ^lUsh 
fund may lose its tax-exempt status, 
^het enviable exemption is Obasdd on.a findr 
mgr that the fund is 
a philanthropic ^uca* I I 

^ipnal or^hlzatldh. A(y \ I 

tUally, iti virtually ev* ,|y^ 

%ry move has had the f . 1 

!bhe*sided ^alm -of dfs.. ^ 

^crediting: and putting > I 

^-end tp all fdims of f/ ' 
loyalty Inquiries, or , Ivf*' 
personnel security pro- \S%rf # IJ 

^grams* Quite obvloir^ il 

[ly, .however, the? re*. /J 

Juried concern* of fund \ * .1 

officials. Has not be- ^ II 

^ome sufficienUy serf* ' 1 A * il 

oils to^ compel them to 1 ---- »«' 

W dowA Uie inliltaftt ^ 

.advocacy .o^ the^’nifui-, ' r . 








mer in whicfij they ^e using the $15,000,000 
Sd^trihgs-attachi&d grant from the 5 * 0 ^ 
fFohridation^ whichj created tHe Fimd for the 
gRepublic^ 

I On the conlraiyjf the.newly Issued iQrst 
fpublic: report on dhe>fvirids operations^ show^. 

i thkt It^ fuitirecpfsiris call Only for activities/ 
just hs ultralibefal and antI-antl*C6mmunist 
a£ those of the^past 

i For instance, the report discipses that In 
fthe fall the fund, will underlie ardnce*ar 
{week„ I5mlnute filriied news comment^ 
fever television stations ‘around the country 
jby Herbert Lawrence '^6rblock/^ thc 
ifar-reft cartoonist of the e<pially liberaLWash* 
Wrigtom Post, and TimesHerald. 

11 Hcrblock*s Pulitzer Prize-winning cartoons 
[certainly jibe^ wilh the pinko thinking" that 
fapiuates ttie Fund for the'Republfa . ^ 

fltQpact«^nlightcning 

I TH® fuhdVreport;,the first public account- 
:ing it has Wde; during itsr two ^d^ pn^half 


years of exigence, is a'hlghly enlightening 
document. It shows expenditures Up to May 
31, 19^,, o£.$2,5U;000; witE $12,871,000. 're- 
mainlng/on' hand for its anti-investigations 
efforts. 

Among others tld'bitSy.the. report.notes that 
'In, an Effort io arouse Interest la civil libeiv 
ties, to explain their^ importance; and tc^de^ 
scribe their condiUdii at present time/ 
the fund hast undertaken such'choresdis¬ 
tributing aa hour-lpng film versipn, of Fd- 
ward R^ Marrow's interview^ with Pn X Rob* 
^ Oppehheimch - 

That interview, of course, was tiie appl* 
ogiijMurroW' ^d. after the Atomlci Energy . 
Comriiission refused to ^ant Oppenheimer I 
a, security clearance. It sought ta> clean up/ 
in the public .mind the scientist >Vhahadvad*| 
mitted lying- to. security officers om occasion 1 
and to having' been close a^;wciate of Com*! 
munls^ 

The report also^ lists, various bookst’^arti*' 
cles* and pamphlets which the fund pad dlsH 
tributed ampng^ pivic, educational and gqv- ' 
ernmental^ leaders on; a widespread basis. 
You/tan gupss'^ the type, of publications^, 

Fotr instance, .it t^kesf credit for financing i 
the .distribution-of 25,000- copies of ht/specif i 
loyalty-security issue of the Bulletin' of the 1 
Atomic Sefehtists. This, joU,.like the Murroy ‘ 
film, w^S’ designed tO mdke OppenheimW, f 
who ?bappena to:.be cHdIrmaa of th'cf.pubUca-^^ 
tion's board of Sponsors, look gopd,i and to 
xidiculeall loyalty programdi Thecreport says: 
it was: distributed to- "lists selecled/by* the l 
publisher/.bUfc r happen: to know-those>iIsts^ 
included alV fnfembers of Congress^ and of the! 
congressional press and radio- galleries* | 

Also on the llst^s '%‘lie Fifth Amendment j 
T6day/^’by Erwur N. Griswold,, deair of the 
Hatvaid Law School^ which Is a long arid i 
wordy .defense of the Fifth Ameridment as 
a refuge for Reds. The fund Says if sent 
35,0to copies of'{his one to ''bench aUdbar/ : 
meaning Idwyers and judges^ 

(Lhtyit fo Frilfon Lewlm Jr,.^ 
and 9;iSr p. KHhDoti^ ^ ^ 
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Xou latll Tiodli ihat X have previeuely furnished 
you infornaiion. oomerhing the Fund for thh Republics itb: 
officers and the individuals participating^ in its profectsm 

' On his radio broadcast of August 1955, 

Fulton leSiiSs Xrijf anhdunqSd that during the coming wpShs 
he muld be talking about the Fund fop the' Republic• He 
’said that over the week end this grqup published its first , 
annual rSpopt which- received only oUrsoru prebs attentVon, 

Among the things ignored: in the report^ according to Zewiss 
was a ^95j 000 grant to the Uaiir school of Zeland Stanford 
University at Falo AltOj ugiifarnia^ for an *^ahalysis of 
the testimony of witnesses in prpceedings relative to 
GbnnuhiSnf* This study is to obher ten mdjor^ naned witnesses 
including Slisabeth Bentley^ Paul Grouchy Louis. Budens^ 

Manning Johnson and other former GOmnunists who turned 
against OomUniam* He advised that this study was peddled 
to various universities iJ)? ths Bastj paftioularly Catholic 
onesj, and fill of thepi turned it down as an qbvious attempt 
to discredit ths Witnesses and help the GommuhiSt causel/ Be 1/ - 

said it would be well for those in charge dt (Stanford to.SodM 
over the rehords and past perforkdnc.4s of the Fund for^ tHe A 
Republip before fingl. bomrnitiieht* Lewis concluded his » <5 ^ 

broadcast of August SS, iGS^^hy Maying the Fund for the^^ ^ 

Republic is now trying to find some collage to. act as <x* ^ ^ ^ 
front and to make a similar investigation bf the AmeriSci^ vj 
Lqgion and the. FBI,. o. 

On August^^B^. Lewis broadcast tf^kti‘h:^%§ ^ 

initial repopt of the.fprMvvfiUsi^UePing concerning W?i^r0it«jf 
to Leiahd Stanford. UhwkPqity had apparently stir'r'b^d UpMu^te^^^^ ^ 
some egnoerm at that vnivepSi^V*. Lewis desoribedi'bhe ig 

for the Republic:igk.,being^for*the program of thkr%Mricana ^ ] 

for BemoOpaticf' Aotibn an^^)iq$git is fighting the secup;0$^ ^ S < 
program of the Government^ fighting congressional $duesti>- ^ 

^^^tioUe against: Communists and the methods of OommUniat ' > • ' 
^infiltration^ fd'the Souernm.ent and fighting to discredit ^ ^ 

I/orner* Gpmmunisfs^he-fid^fe testffied.cn.behalf of the Gbveri^ ^ 
^ment. He dCded.pi^at the study at Stanford University would’ve § 
Zdirected bv Herbert Packer of Washington, U,., who will Join ^ 


<jr >£?' 

^ f < 

N 


DATE. 
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Sh& Atiqrnaji SeneraZ Augits.'Z 30^ 19SS 


Xeiais continued hi& discttssioa of iihe tund for ike 
Jiepublio on hiA August SiAj XQSSy broadcast: and niaii'ed ho 
had gono -ia 'ihe Fundheadquaviiers in ifeia Jotjc at $0 JSdat 
48nd Street to pick up literature^ including the first annual 
report of the Fund* While he. Teas there he talked viith-Wilbur 
Ferrga Vice President of the Fund for the BppubHc, cn^ Pabid F*. 
Freeman, Sccretarp-TreaeuTcr* Zetsis etated that Ferrp laas? 

Vigorous in his criticien of Zcvfis^ broadcast of August 03 and 
questioned his integrity, end .Honesty* Ferrg allegedly stated, 
he did not knoio why Lewis would be interested in the annual 
report since the dOcunont contains fdots^,. and Lewis ts not 
interested in facts* Lewit continued by stating that the big 
question that bothers hiu iS why should Leland Stafford University 
allow outsiders, to come in dud make the study for the analysis 
pf testimony of witnesses*: Be questioned as to Why the Fund 
did not do it itself and. wonders whether or not i-t^ was window 
dressing*. UC also-questioned the timing of Packer Joining the 
jytanfofd. faculty and wondered whethejr the University, had sought 
out Packer tb poke, the study or did they, agree tc accept him to 
make a sufiiOy* Lewis also wondered who^ decided to approve the 
project at the University and stated that one member of the 
Board of Trustees said that the Board had not approved i,t* 

On hisJ^oadcast of August 0S,, 19$S,- Lewis referred to 
his broadcast of^Spr^^Pd, 19SS;, ip Which Jie had menticned his 
interview pith Utlbur 4* .Ferry in MOw Fork City* Lewis said 
that of ter this, interview he wept to Betroit from where Ferry 
comes* Ferry» according to Lewis, is the soil of Hugh Ferry, 
an industrialist .and former President end Chairman of the Board 
of the Packard Motor .Company, After finishing college. Ferry 
held Jobs oh several small insignificant newspapers and then 
he was a reporter on the ^^Betroit Timea^^ in Betroit for two, of' 
three years, L^wi.s said*: from there, hO went to Mew fork to 
Work pith a public telati ops firm and during this period' worked with 
thO Gip Political Action Committee under' the late Sidney BBpddn* 
Lewis stated that Ferry was assigned to Bcnry Ford XT as personal 
'public relations and in that connection had contact with thO 
Ford Foundation through which he got into the Fund for the 
Republic which operates on a fiftcen'^millioni-dollar ’‘grab^^ from 
the .Ford Foundation* Neither ^'ord Motor Company nor Ford 
Foundation, ftos?» any control over the Fund for the BepubHc and 
the fifteen nitlion dollars was an outright grdjit, and thO Fund 
is Goapletely autonomous,. Lewis said^! Ferryfs general reputation, 
according to Lewis, is that 7te .was a constant dissenter^ 










S^i^^i^oTn^y jSoncxiit. August 30^ X9S5. 

it&aip. ^OTf^ti^e^ ttik bfq^dcagi^iOf Aupmf^S^ X$S^£ 

1by t^ddinX fpT^^ annual rSpot^ -Qf fH^' SunU. 

BcpubZich ^fiSoh was si^e4 hy Mabsr:b iButdhfns^^ pr.ssiderkt* 

i:hd liedding^; WsirihMipn dj* Bod^s^ jMipXes GthcrriZZaidridly** 

^bs dts^Sbumon^ of vaT^dus books is listed ijtcl^in^/ySuZlsMn: 
of -the Mouiq- ZfQ.ishiftst^ oppOidl ihsne oH loyally and ssOupStyir 
Tpon^j-^ftoo ^Ousa^d: oppios isdre disiTibuiod HfO dX^iS'k p'otedied - 
hy ilia publisher* Zcwis stafed 'iJiio pubXtctdiiiojt/p: Pdi tor or . ' 

policy bead 4s'^obOrX Oppe^^ ibri& i^his onil'rk , ' : 

edition: was devo'bed to cpdofenso' Pnd'.gtorSf Scd^bU-pf^Oppqnhdiner < • 

hnd a sOrieb of ^pMaOks' on ifhe 4'ooor7nddn^.*p Ipybity. and: .seoUrtHy 
prograa’s in genordl*' jlZso Itstod ^sas ”0pvgTnweni bg ^nyesti^abiOw*- 
by AXdn Barih of WtiiOh. 350 ■cOpieS‘ :tssfp disiifibU'pOdXa 'nowbOrS of 
4he Z'ederaZ boaoh:* Hewin guOfod .froifi bho iodp pf Br* Mu-boMns* 

Teport 'ihali iih^ auiikoriby of dbo Boat 3ff ine. Bepar^ent ±o> ' 

interfere wlih ffpedom of p:spresatoji. is pbry gfoai;, and Hhe 
BemftniOhXof'Xa'bo Jid'SsUown pdispppd^fOn'^o exprOiqp i'b^^ 
syib j^iOnd f oT ^hO SdpUbtia belioPoo, dn objoab^ive-anaiya^s of /bhe: ^ ' ? 

powOrs and pondvot of i^bs tfepanWP^i ibibU rdf Orfenoe to\f7*eodpn ' ' 
of expreppipn $S} pallad for^ fhe fund baa undertaken bo finanoa ■ 
ja study of the pudfeobir ^e alloodbion for bbo sbudp is. f;3Sj.OOO* 

^ . -* ■ - ' M ' 

On hip Adgusb 8&S 1355^ hToadoapfy Lewis desgtited the / - 
fubd/or’ tbo Mspubtfd .o,§ the nslusit; fund, far XefbTWing'polittcaX • 
propaganda*:*^- tie p6i^.enbed fUrfbor pbnoSrniny the Study 1>s - ,<> 

■cohduoted at ^taHfprdi ynivSrsity, arid said that Tterbept\ fadkgr Of • 
fashitigbonj mb ubea -d ttemb’cr'pf thc; Bistriob Of Colpshia b.ar'ji 
iiilX beoone M nmbor of the Loland Stanford iGVirfacuity on . " - ; 

January t td direct the eurO.eu*' Apoording to Lewis,. Oeorgetttn, ! 

University: in: tfashing.tbjt mdtd Jiave no part Of this survey* Lewis • : 
v8a#(i that nowhere fids, the X^und dpprppriabed xionies; fOr a pro foot 
to fiat something good .about Msnipan freedqn. and standard Of Xiving^ 
but it has dpprdpriabOd 0800,400 f dr thO Oery ieftfSh. fCashingbon 
p.6st ParbdOnist, PerbZochX do d natiom^tde television 
provpgaHdd prograa this fait and ^int^tn. Lewis said that in ^ . 
reading from^ the: ^nd*^s. dtih'ounood prof cots he had ngbed a pfo foot 
entitled _ oj^eQt'bn 8du'oabio%^*^qshig,h tpde bo. bp; a. study of high 
School, and college tdaohers^-attitudes* 

Lowisrconciuded hit August fO, lOSS, broadcast by: sayinf 
that his rest wove would be to ask,, the treasury Lepartaeht md 
tnberml Bevema soue questions as to what was. behind this-fifteen-^ ^ 
uilXioii^-dollar tasif^free eubftb (^nd for the; RepublicJ* 


'<n-- 8 : 
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^he At-Bor^cy i^cTictaX Auju^t 30s. '2S^5S 

On tiii^ hrsd^oasif of 09^^ X9^3g Ji&to$o siatcd Hhctf 

ho mniii Osaniji<i iih^i people pHo' controlled ttsc ^iotrihution of 
the ftftacn^-txtZlion^dolZiir ^tind: for the liepublic* Sf%cartly ' 
responsible for hdoittg teal pvcgttcdX control of distribution 
of the Fundus noney^ xtocording to Lehicj $& Dr* Uobert KJaynard 
Lutchinsj forsier JProsidont and.0hanooXlor of the University of 
Chicago* la 1939, at the upe of thirty^ he becane President of 
the Vnivorsity of Vhiisagog and, dae to his violently propressiVe 
ideas on education, h^ had trouble joiih the f aoitlty and the 
facnlty Senate adopted on Unprecedented resolution pf censure 
against fidn^ Dcv>ia 'sd%d* By lOSl, because of public critfeisja^, 
and aXunni criticise, lUiiteUins resigned voluntarily dnd'heeaisb’ 
Associate Director bf the Ford Foundation then being set Up*- Shb 
Ford’Foundation aigounts t(f. about ons'^half billion dolldrsp JCn 
1053, the Ford, Foundation appropriated fifteen niHion doltdt.s 
for the Fund for the BepUblio*. Xn. 1P54, Mut^iinpL bccane Freoident 
and nei^er bf the Board of Btrectore end, had a. reputed salary 
of abpkt f40, 009, Xemis stated* , ' 

xn 1949, Xetais continued, the Xllinoin State Xepislature 
Aet Up a special-ooauisston to investigate SoOnunist activities 
at the University of Ghtoapo caixpus* On August SO, 19d^, during 
crossroxenination, Mutchins Said he dfd not believe ^^that 
Cou^unisa is a clear and present Qdnper*^^ Be. ^as not convineed 
that Cozmunist frdhts ispr^of U Cstimmist rtovetxcnt* Sc. said thdrs 
■has a Coknunist club on the Pgupus- but believed the purpose of the. 
nenbers vas to study CojaMnish* Uhen ashed tahether he had any 
doubts if the Oopemnist Farty vas a Subversive organisation, .' 
Butohfns replied, cannot believe that is trap in this country 
Or the Cokssunist. Farty- woVld long since have been illegal* 

Xevjis stated thdt the 'people *s Bailp lforld, ^‘ West Ooast Coiesunist 
newspaper, in BceeaSer, 1058 , TspsTted Fuichins^ speech to the 
Beverly Mills Bigh: School student body stating: that Mutebins 
defined, the pave of spy hysteria me of nervous shoeJs* Mutohins 
said, ^XOday me. are cursdd by d tTe:nendous gloriftcatiph of the 
FDX, the' only people jse mill believe are confessed spies and 
traitors*.^ ' ^ ^ 

Denis coneluded hfs August 29, 1055, broadoast: by stating 
that Butehins hMs stated that Bbu note propose tg evade the Fifth 
Mend^nt end perait the uSa of evidcnca obtained illegally by mire 
tapping*. Futohins noted, according to Demis, that you pere a student 
at Tale University lam UpheoZ mhtla he inkis a teacher thste bst hopes 
that you, mere, not in any .of his classes*^ Demis related that Butchins 
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The Atiomey. deherol 
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eaid, ^tsouZd aaich and puhieh X tOtuid not eondh^n. 

_ a nan hocaitse he belonged tb an. oT{^anization* The Xonnuniet 
Party nay be in handa of the Zrcnt.in^ bat it does not folton 
that ceory pne in. the Conaunt$t Party in part Of thp Ponnunist 
conspircoy^. I jtoit believe that spying accelerated by thirirj 
4aya the develop:^ent of the aton bonb in'Xussiam^^ 

Xt is interesting to note that Ur* Zevis lias referred 
to t^e taa-^free stdtas enjoyed by the T'und for the Pepublia and 
hat voiced a guGstion at to whether such finds are being ixisused 
for a guestionaple purpose* The thought occurs that you night 
joish to give consideration, to tihethoT* tax excapt funds intended 
for charitable Or educational purpotes tire being nisused by the 
Pund for the Republic for propaganda purposes ¥ 

X an. cnolooing a Photostat of teais* syndicated' colisan 
dated August igsSj xhich deatS lofth the *Pund. for the 
Pepublic^f report* 

i ^ 

i » 

6c »•'Mr* Witlia^a P*. Uogers (aith copy Of enclosure) 

Peputy Attorney General 

CO - Assistant Attorney, denerat 

^illitio. !*• Toxpbins (toith copy of enclosurej 


NOTEt Information regarding the Fund for the Republic from 
Fulton Lewis* radio broadcasts of August 22~89y 1955* is being 
submitted to the Attorney General per Mr* Nichols* request* 

The Pireo.tor instructed that we '*send copy to Attorney General’* 
of Lewis *~ syndicated article of August 23* 1955, 
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Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
U. S* Depaftment of Justice 
Wasnington 25, I>* C* 

Dear Mr. Hooven 




your Springfield, Illinois office has supplied 
detailed informa-cion regarding action taken 


No doubt 

yOli Vi t VAO UCA.1..JU ^ --^ _ 

last week at- the annual convention of the Department 
of Illinois o5^hq Kmrrican Legion, 


Legion Commander^reakstone of'Chicago'had entered into 
a deal with the'Ford Foundation-to have the legion 
sponsor one of their pet pfdject^i The Legion Delegates 
repudiated this action and elected a'new State Com^nder. 
They also voted to deney Commander Breakstone the right; 
to attent the Legion "ational Convention as a Delegate. 
The Delegates adopted a Resolution asking Congress to 
investigate the FDrd Foundation, ^ 

The Legion failed to in their efforts to haVe ^arryg. 
Bridges prosecuted or deported. Some 
legal proseffion- lay this to the^ type of in^vidualff , 
appointed under previous administrations. They maygbe 
right. Qv 

Your Bureau appears to be obtaining more cooperation from 
theExecutive Branck of theGovernment. Also a^itan<» 
from the Legislative Branch whenever 
However, there are a large number 

the situation is far from idea^ A ?? 

m. bis . 

^ cleaning and ^ ^ 

V f 


Owes afl-l ms p^'umuuJLuua . UV 
not going to tramp on tod-many rtpes*. 

Bob Taft >wuld'''have stagbdraT*o^ house 
was smart^^ouglj^to know'-the angers. 

• ' Eresldent ^ll^" jf-jgeoted^ he ira 

they ,areaay°hav2”'SnrIn the 

L^irtT^nSLwashington. 



■^jtncFTSly 
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Frederick A. Wand 
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Office J ^ eMOT £ lfldu 0 • dotted states government 


-TO, 


TROM t 


Mx;, Tolson 


L. B. I^ichols, 


CtiBl 


>JECr; / 


J/ 

/t 

George Sokolsk’ 



August 29, 1955 

Alt INFORMATION CONTAINED 
HEREIN iSOmASSIFlED 
nAT P'7-i BY faQl 



_ me-Sur^a-y ©vemng. R oy Cohn and he 

had beeil discussing the pressed plans of the*Tui^^-£o3r t he Repubjlic to 
'investigate the FBI.- They came to the conclusion that they shpuld try to' 

1 mobilize the good.people and, accordingly, they ^ant to have a dinner for-the 
'Director at-the W^dorf Astoria Hotel,,-jvhich dihner ^^^ld^l^^un^er Ctf 

sppnsor ship of tlTE^^tovish Anti-Gpmmunis't .Society wmG ^Ci . ?yTnj^^ phd si." .. 

They would haye-.^-least 3000 people present whoyvwould be^the leading 
people of New- York. They would pres'ent the pirefctor'.an award'and would 
focus attention .upon the Bureau's contributions; George'feels with the press 
coverage such an occasion would go fa‘r toward cauterizing any action which 
the Fund for the i^epublic might take,., * • - . 

I told George the Director would be deeijly grateful for the 
thought hut that the big'problem which the Director* has been faced with;is. 
being able to say months ahead of time that'he could.be at-jugivenplace^ at 
a given time,. I told George that I would discuss this with-'flie ^rector upon 
his return, and we would let them know. ^ .■•a 

liBNrgjm, 

(2) 
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Office ^A&WOrafldutn • united states government 


TO 


moM 


tDBJBCT: 

/ 


Mr. Tolson 


DATB: Sept. 1, 


L. B. 







VintcfTowd-- 

Tele. Room 
HolIogi a|^ 





Larry JElichey told -me that former President Herbert Hpove 
is leaving San Francisco on September 3, 1955, and would be in New York 
that night. He stated that the Chief was ver^much disturbed over the - »J . 

involvements of Stanford University with th ^Fund for the Republi c and that 
the Chief wants some background material so that he can familiariz'^ himself Ju ^ 

and decide what, if anything, he should do. 

Larry pointed out that in addition to Dean Carl Si^etb imdertaking 
the survey on witnesses for the Fund of the Republic, Charles E. XCorker o f 
Stanf<^^ University was the Staff Director of the study group heade^by Professor 
Arthur feutherland on “The Study of the Communist Record. ” !<• 

I had previously told Larry that we would try to get something 
together for him. Jie stated that he, of course, would be gla;d to handle the 
matter direct if we desired, although he would prefer that we eitBSerew^ite-to 
the Chief or have someone call upon the Chief and furnish him with the desired 
information. 


! ^ A blind memoranduni-is. presently being prepared and upon its, 

'completion, it is recommended we then consider how, best to handle it. 



cc: Mr. 

Mr. Belmont 
LBN: arm 
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Misfnoranduffi • dnited states government 


TO * 


PROM * 


SUBJECT: 




MR, X. 7. XOili2C!2£4JV 


H, BEIMONT 




nKTKt September 

1955 


FUND FOR THE REPUl 


Pursuant to Mr^ Nichols’ request, ther^- 
is attached a memorandum on the Fund for the Republic 
which is felt suitable for dissemination^ The 
memorandum consists o f nublic source information 
■and information, from Bufiles which 6an ■We''"veriffed^ 

J* The memorandum does not include information 
•on. dll p.rojects or individuals connected witn the 
'Riind for the Republic as complete file reviews oh 
projects and individuals have not been completed* t 
The bulk of the material contained in the memorandum 
•is. based upon information appearing in memoranda : 
previously prepared for use of Bureau officials 
and, therefore, all public source infonmtioh in 
Bufiles concerning, the Fund or the individuals in-^ 
volved may not be included* ■ / 

r _ 

RECOMMENDA TION : 

i' For your informations 

u «apre«M»".ag*”,, 


TolSOO jpr 

Mohr , 

Parsons —^^— 

Rosen --- 

TacomV-_^- 

Sizoo --1- 

Tintcrrowd 
Tcle/Rooffl 
Hollosoan 
Gandy-1— 


CL 


Jffnclosure 

few- '. 

1 Mr* Nichols 
1 - Mr* Boardman 
1 - Mri Belmont 
1. - Section Tickler 
1 Mr.* Landis 
I, Yellow 
^ f 

' 1 L" 
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• Honorable Serberi Hoover " ' 

Apartaeni! 3IA "' ' . 

^ Waldorf Towers ' 

Waldorf ^Aa-boria Hotel — 

}few Torks Hew^^opk 


PHRSONAL AND CONF. 



TIAJ, 


' dear .Chief i *> 

Piirauant to a conversation be'koi^n. 
Ur* Larry Richey and a representative of my 
offices L an enclosings for your informatjions 
a memorandum consisting of public source’ 

1 information relating to thel ^und foj^the 
g RejmbliOs ^ncoT^rated,*, , —-^-r- 

nfr* toil! note reference on page 8 to, 

fP5s000 grant by the fund to\the Stanford 
l^i^Un^eraity Law School for a study on ^’summary 
-■ of^he testimony of witnesses in proceedings. 
''■» restive to. Communism**^ 

rtj ' ' - 

i* 

I trust that this material may be of 
interest to you* 

with kind personal regardss 


'^'<11 


Sinc&relys 

‘c- 

V. <r • 


s S'® 

tB - G 

. -2. CO' 

^ m 

■S -n ® -3 
to ^ Jtr 

^ id 

1-^ « ,-t9 


'T 

Tolson^ 
Boardnan ^ 
Nichols 
Belroofit - 

H^rhft — 

Mohr 

pATsamt 2, 

Rftsgn., 

XazDin 

SIzoo — 
jPifiterrowd ^ 
Tele* Room, 
Hollomaa^ 
GandyJ *- 


Enclosure •'<_ 

CTsdSS 

BY R^LSTEREd mail 

'i - 


r> ^ /5,^- 




,m t 


tfl 




Police 



X - 
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Sepi^ntber 6^ 10SS 


ms FUND FOB TSF SEPUBLX6, Xm. 

00 East 4Snd Streei ■* 

ALLJMFeRI'MTlOl^ CONTAINEET 
HERfitvIS UttSitt 

7 »i»Ao tr^r, SoHoisHy, in hia ooTum in ^’Thb Washinaion 

TumcnlTofo/^ *»/»ma«on. « 

<i-f/i’f-oti -t-h Leoiog UVv.f in d vadio bvoadoasif* Mnv 22% Idss 

, iiS^^y-auipeBt-ani-getting-atire-ii rand roY -the ^ ’* 

(n doins 80 bo8 aalUng an oiieapi irt poJ<i4o“- tod *'* 

rooJp'’?o!topt*to ”»S »»»8p *to* 

~ ^ o.aj^* u,e stckted "the Fund J^OT the- npnuhnn h»a 

ooi(preos«ondi inooo^potSto tod 

d^ribution oj^ booJ^Sg pamphlpta anf newapdper articlee, He added 

— A. NOTE: Cpver jiiemog Belmont to Boar^manj 9/6/s&s re: Fund for 
, the Republici UGLzpyp ' ' ' - " , 



? 


\ - J*G%Landis:pup f-if 

A (a) ffr 


nNCLu,?U, 







ilidt phase of poli-tidaX propaganda- is -the uninviied^ unso-^ 

Xicitedy unpaid^for dfaifribuiton of uaier'^al dn^ ohe side of i£ 

^es-dion laith "the objeot of influeno,fng publio opinion^” ' ^ 

weekly in,.Brdohlyn, Ppw .fortis in 

Sys fuly 30jf IBSOj. issue fjiaci, ah article: captidhed ^^Rep, Redce Sues 
Ford Foundation Aiding iAie Redk* . ^e articie stated i^at Reprer 
putative B», Carroll Reeq.e. of fennessee^ reminded Congress that the 
Mouse' ^boommittde to Investigate, foundations had^ during ths 03rd 
"expressed regret of the entry Of the Ford Foundation and 
i.ts $15,000^ qoa offspring (FUnd for the RepubliOlihto the field of 
civil libertiess -lohioh is in a ■disputed area already crowded with . 
muddled liberals^, pro^CqmmUnistSf antUahtVj^OdmnnistSr and designing 
pressure grouppsts^ who coheme constantly to mihtain a leftrwing^' ^ 
balance of pOwer in America hy loudly phouting the phony civil-rights 
issue* . The article further^'noted that Representative Reece Had 
said in his speech that, the Subcommittee *s report denounced the 
expenditure pf great sum's of tax-exempt nonOp tn ihe political field 
by "biased individuals: those public utterdhoes brahd them as wholly 
incompetent to, opnduOt’a fair and objective inguiry*V 

. \ „ Savid Lawrence^ in.hie column: in the ^^Wdshington Stdry** 

August 23^ 1955, which was cappionod ^^Investigating thC ihvesticators*e 
stated that judging from the annual report of the Fund, for the 
Republic, .which had Just been issued, it appearOd. that the, organisation 
was primarily interested in investigating the investigators - the 
persons and institutions who recognise that d Communist conspiracy * 
has existed in the Cnited ^Hates' dnd. still Cxists.f ■ Lawrence dlso 
alleged that the Fund, fo.p thp Republic and. iM President, Robert if* 
Hutchins, are bidsOd. in their opinions 'and nahe Considerable effort 
to persuade others to follow the Opinion of the Fund for the Republic,'*, 
c Th^io broadcast on August 2^^ 1055, Fulton Lewis,. Jr*, described 
the Fund for the Republic :as the^Cslush fund for left wing political 
propaganda*'^ In iUis br^fidoast Lewis, stated that there' had been a 
025,000 grant by the Fund to Stanford Cniversity Law. Sohool for a 
study on "summary of the testimony of witnepCes in proceedings 
relative to communism* He stated j^dt the object of this •curCey was 
an attempt to pioh inaccuracies and, flaws in the testimony of anti-. 
Communist witnesses With, .a view to- di sop editing the testimony' and the 
people who gave it* 


ihis' brOddeast, Fulton Lewis, Jr* stated that ih.ere. was 
i?ji^ supported by the Fund for the Republic to investigate 
the- FBI and' the American Legion on the grounds i^at they endanger the 
f.ensonai rights and freedoms of th.e. individual* ‘ ; 


BT < ■. Thovtpaon^ in a. cblimn 'captioned "S15 Miliion for 

'^hioh appeared in the Augueif Se, 19S5j edition of 

^^tP-V^'^noifed Sn part ^*The fund for the' nepuhXi<f 
¥* ^ii’^ohine,. has labored with the modritdin' of 

iinndiii^r p* Foundation Ho, adbanoe unddfl 

s^andi-ngr 0 / civil libertffa,i and tn its firs't report btought forth d 
rather pirihish itou8e,h g^hrotfig Thoapaon diao stated with 
above-mentioned report, ^‘The eqUeamiah document 
exaibita a lack, of both intellectual clarity and ofvil couroffe»f^ 

A.. . PPPParihg in the ^^Wdahington star^^ of 

August 29, 1955.^ captioned, %Uci^. Preak for the. Oonmuniatsi’* David 

sioied P^e Gotamhiat pause in America has had d lucky break. 
P^hgh not so ^ntendedj; of course,, it turne but that $1S million 
ori derived from the fre.e-‘enterprise system through the 

6f the late JTenry Ford is now going to 
nt help persuade the people .of the United States that ^ 

communist activity iii America has been ihsigniffdant and unimportant.^^ 

Mfibers of the .Fund, .for the lieDUblic . 


J ^ ^^^<^ hins. President : , 6n June SO, lU39i ^Mutohina 

under the auspioea of the American 

vhich Gommittee had 

Cbmmuhti^fr^nt^^ ^^^^^'9tee on Un-Awe'vicah Activities; da a ' 

- * * 

Sedititiu>i in testimony before the State of lllinaia 

d^m^'^aeipnj Sutchins testified that 
rtr£ui^ was a distinction befwfen signing d statement bfd 

■pimuniat-sponsoved Organization and sponsoring Or 
_^^oOming d member of that organization. Me further statebTthat he was 
not satisfied that the; mibnal Council of the Arts, Soiends and' 

was a Gommuniat front organization even though ib had been 
cited af auOh by the MOuae Committee on Uh^American 4Gtivitie8. ^ 

nan+w, ■#■« -Sutchina haa'made numerous state¬ 
ments in which he haar. • »? 

4* . Strpngly, opposed loyaXty baths particularly: 
for school tfacherf and professors as required by the 
P.ilWorth Law; in the State of California. OMaiiy Worker a 
east coast Communist newspaper, Mely: 7, 1950$ ^^Patly ' 

Wssj^^ -Ontoersi^fy of Southern Cal ifarnta,. December 3, 


r 3.- 
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.. ' ^CfOUVi decision unh^i/itn/v 

■ it 0/me,cieven 6o^nUt lelaeifl& 

^he smitli AGi!, f^'Datly TTgrlcer^H June $5^ 1951) . 

, "^he ifniversal Miliiarn Trainina'/'m’p] 

program, in jhe. ffnifed Staigg^ ciainUg ihti ndvUd?^' 

■ J>m?v^ -that me ulueist^es Hed m 

^oue pvotebi i;t from af-baqlss ihei^efoTe*. it 

must Toant UMT in order to attack oomehodui (National 

(iPiraoription pamphlet diatributed 

4 .^ ' ,Beqiiqhied Mouse of Beppesontatives investiaam- 

F&rA ,(^P ropfeoentatibe of 

rpppgnise Hhe very delicate 
P^ppiPJ^ of balancing security and freedom^ in their 
hunt for suM^rsion in education aU to guarantee 

^0 exprdsa tkemsbivea* 

S.hB Washington Post^ ^ Mbventbor B6jf 1958 ) 

/7 Ai '^^0'<igtiviiies of the Cpngreaaional 

on un-American Activities, and protested the 

htnlPr %^l<*rshipi, o ^f'MaUv People *s drld^H west 
coast Gommnist newspaper, Mecpmbe.r 15 ^ 1958 ) 

^inn Oalifornia Utate Senate Investiga-^ 

^^hPjtnon as *'sdbver3ive.and un^Anertcan^* 
repMdiatiOn stating, ^^never before has an ' 

S/ ^^Porth Committee report, 

”S^0. Uash^ngton post, » June 12,;1953) ' ^ f^^rn, 

ti Omission of GoimUnist China 

‘’'^WofnXa. mm 

T^cti Oongressional committees which , 
published.lists of subversive Communist and' Tasoist 
^^^^eif^^^^^^Qj^re.run bp a bunoh o.f ’^chardeters,^ (Ibid,) 

press release of the Chicago SobelL 
Coxa^tteei 80 West Jaokson pOulevard,. Chicago, Illinois^ reported/ 
f ot a bound volume of individual scrolls would be presented to 

Soientili^And Pinner for his achi^ekents as u 

scientist and oOntpibuttons, as a oitisen^ at a testimonial dinner to 
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morion Sobilt wii/io 

wicIffS^on rar^rio ?o4 Wi5on i7o6dII wctb con^ 

^enSncfiS io conap^raci/ to, eonait espionage am was 

0^ntencea to $ervo a 30>»year prison "barn* ^(loo-387-83S-l099) 

%ft6fe r 3j>esideh'hp , in a i^olann cai2od 

a?* 2? ' >B<?man, in the August 31i, 1944 ^ issue 

of tfte JDetfqit Jfgws^’f Perwan. cbviviented tkaf in J 944 i Ferrii 'becan>e a 
— QtOjolitioai Aotiln pf stltod 

"'S i^tocity rector dad f 

^S^qpO^OOO publicity campaign pf the GIp political. Action Pormittee, 

rr- A t>u,Souse Report m*1311^ the Souse Committee 

J report on the GfO Political AoUon 
•fnrf report entitled:: ^'Observations 

,d Findings the GomUittee made thp fpiloting obserpetions f 

prfpr ^p the setting Tip of thd GIO' Pdliticaf 
^'f the Communist Party were: agititting 
^^tabliahment of lust siioh an, agency as was created bv thJ^ 

oftafrllw^^^T.^^rf .1? the |xb LoLt?L Crd loftLf ^ 

^c.i^on Cqmviittee was composed of fottv-^nine 
^inbors .fiong Whom there were at least eighteen whole reooiis^^ 

w?th^>nrfl.yi5l ^^ 7 ^ fcllomed the: »lihe»^ of the GomkUiiis/^rty 

of the intefnatienal unilnS 
tntrenohed Gonhuniat leadership* the 
ilii+illi the cowmuniat party to dissolve aa a 

^PelitiC^ 5flrnL?2f„w‘’^noricon Communist 

za nat, in any sense qf the word^ a denunciation 
qf Gammunism ,The imnsdiate significance of the x^rtiAa dihaniji’f-fnn 

weight iata the 0X0 PoXztical Actian Cdmittep, Fheir ledder will 

^^tion Gammittee'e prpgfam invalves the‘sending 
hPea^^O toursAi One of the principal ^ 
ouch c tour is Gowmuniat ptarry Bridges* and 
:^^^9^-ont of numedouS' grqups and: individuals has * 
tit that Sidney flillman has entered'into a. 

%liltlal S|t?o“wlof" . 

» F~ 


.*s 5 *► 
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-Aiasi^i an^ tb ike Pi*eaideni:» Hatlools - 
Poul^jray Uofj)aan^. Ghaiman. o/^ :Soard\o/ 
I^ireotars of the. mnd for tJHe Jtepublio^ S'he. ^^JDailu PeohU ‘ >t 

^ ^ artioZe whidH reported ihdt ^dliboh 

^of/aap. p^e pgainst tfie Sduoation PqimitMi re^f-t conllrjtnff^ 

' <7ar^o;-»fa State SenatTr Itelaon S. 

Is/ li drttclcj Jip/fmm etated that he deatrod 

PPPOded loydltp: oaths ahd he indiopted 
' tnstrunenta of dfotatoraJiipS: iohfch laerP upPd 

■ip enforo.p oorfpmity and tO: dyroaddabt fear* {, 100 ^ 24 ^ 12 ^ 134 ) 

>»•$«« rdddaee pf the Chicago Sdh&li ^ 
•G6m>t;teet 20 teats JaoJsaon Bouievardjf. Ghidagoi XXXinoipi resorted that 
^ ^ Xpmd Mlu^e of individual ecroXia muXd be preaditted td 

prUo::mnnpr^ for tU adHidveadhia aa a 
oe. a oitieen^ d:t a t eatiapniaX dinner id 
fto?»or oA February 12 , XOSSjf under the auaptcea of the 

' signora of the aorolXa*: A, aUbeecuent preaa re* 

Ipaae^^of Fehrt^ry X2s .XV55^. indiopted that the ^ife of jjortbn Sobell 

th^talsh^sl^^tolif Vrevi mrtph ffobeXX ma'oonoiotedy 

^p Mtm.ti ’epptohdge and. eentehded to^ 
serve d 20*pear jpriepn tem*. (^loo,*387e3o*i0d9) « ««» vu 

./^$"^^\ ^pt^Xeajti^ee^'.pf mrbh‘Sir XOSS^ contained 

tOf Clijiiin'att Asaeaaor loyalty Qathi,^^ 
nife of HalXooi Mffman, 

SS5 V-a preoipMp dpt tu m.iph ehe .ashed in the ■' 

^aperfop Gpurt.. that ihUUtu MaeaabT/mt JR* ' 
Mnn he fettmined fro^ inolUdinc # ^nonsubPereive bathM 'in fdrm 

'^^^Pdh teffman, ^np maa interuieued by neipa^ 
t^e 'wof^er 'inpamueh aa hip Uife wde ^ ' 

eUit.eoupXeteXy Putaide the 
Republic* Me addedi^ hotte%r^ that he. 
Myalty oatha drepte^a oXimatk thdt iaahea 

^hirih that they redXly proaPie 

V ■ ■ . -, v ; ■' "'' 

if ‘ FbuX GTau.Soffm ahi Ohaiiman of the Board O f. Oireot orss fn 

tofft&an joaa eXepted a t ruetee of the American 
CounoiX of the, Inatitute of Fddifib FelationsitJhich ppaition vjaa held 
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FebTuaTVs: 1947*^ JDitfing each year f ton ^94:^j id ^947j Hoffadn 
c^irifinied. $100 a- y^dt io ihe Jjaeridah Council of ihe Ihaiiiiiie of 
Fad fie yelattqn84 ' - 

c resuli of doouneniafy evidence and ieebiMny: frdn 
ibiineyeeB who appeared duffing JL951 and 1982 tpfofe fhe Mb’oonkiiiee ^ 
on. Xnferpal SeQUviiy/gf iihe Uniiod Sid'^ee p.ena"de GoimiHee %n ihO 
Jildioiary^ ihic Ooimi'fiep' concluded in iia reppri:: dated July 2^. 1952, 
that while noai nenbpra of the inaiituie of Pacific Selationa (in^, 
eluding the Anerioah Gouncil of ibhe'inaiiturbe of Pacific pela-biona)^ 
auboeeded by, the Ajttericariirxhatituie of Pacific Seldiipna,. ind»^ )ahd 
ita^ Board of XJ^UP^eca were SHaptive and withdiit any influence .over 
the ’policy of ihe,;organ:isatidn-g apd wMle. the nainea, of epftnent 
individuala were.'by deaign\uBed aa a reaponaible .itnd inpresBijoe apreen 
fp.t the activitiea of tfe XnatitUte of Pacific Pelaiiona inner bore, 

• the dotivitiesj ddniniatrdtio'n aHd pdlioieh of fhe, Xnatitute of 
Fdciffc, Belationa .were 'Controlled by d aviali cork .of Goimuniata or 
, pto-Gormuniaia* - ’ 


4^ article in the ^^Gdahington 0arg‘n^ H^aahington,, J?,. jG*,. 
Febtuary dj, 1949, reflected that the JSconbrnic Gooperdtibn ^dninfar 
trjdtiqn had dahed pongreiia' to eliminate the loyalty jproviaion thdt 
batted,p.eraon3 who had been nekbera Of orpdfiimtibna bn the Attorney 
penerdl.-U :bUbvetaive .liat». fhe pr.opoaed. phange waa to alter the 
rPguiTedenta that Adnihiattator-iPdul Eqffnan ntiat tcatify in 
writing to both fOteipn .reidiib'ns ccimitteca in Gongreaa that he 
believed his employeea 'were "loyal to the ffnited Stateai itc Obnati-^ 
tiitipn and form, of Governments" fcco.rding tp the instant' article, 
Eoffmdn atated. that he didhit conaider paat memherahip in an btganiad^- 
tioh how. considered aubveraive to. be "a public teat of loyalty*.^* 

■ ' „ ‘ 77-S8.yoO’“6pJ ' 

Erwin P'athdniel Griaidbids .Bean-, of Harvard Law iSohobXs . 

Member of Board of DirOctoras The April 19» 1946^. issue of the, 

"Hew .York Herald Tribune" oontdined an drticle which indiodted'that 
45 law achpol tbdbhera had appealed tp the Jloitae .Committee oh Hp^ 
^^eriedh Aptivittea to grant, g fair hearing to Br^ Edwdrd H* Cohdon,' 
fiireotbf. pf the Hational Bureau of Jltahdufda,: xhpm. the Gomnitt'ee hcd. , 
.accused of .being a "weph link" fn the ndtibh^a. dtomic secret aecuritys 
One of the signer a of the letter making this appeal was Bean Griswold 
of the-Harvard Law 0ch 'cqis> 



„ : , ^ release issued hir ihe **C.onpiiii;ee. of dm i!housand J* 

jWw jTo^^i Nim roT^fcj in. Hay}- 1Q4B^ Mdfsd. ikafr « group of 140^ no-bed 
^'^S -crifis-boj prsfoslsi.ouoci dUd busitfess pe'opld- 

dommifd ±bq Soube CgmH-tee pn ■m'^AnoHoan Ac’biuiUes^ 

d/ JDf.. QoUdo^ii and called fpv ^he Coiiuiiibee^s aboli-bion 
because it directly nenaces freedon of Conscience and eispreSsionJ^ 
'^ong -^e individuals wbo cojidentied thP Committee in i;his rntier Has' 
Srpin ff, Grisvjoldy Pean^ Harvard Zap School/ ' 

ofPhe Thousand*' pds qited l>y the da life fnia 
. Op^^tteejOn dnrArier'tpan Activities’ as; ''a Comnuhist created Ujid 
gpntrplled organisation «u 

JT ™ d^ia^old attended one^Pf the sessions .of the first 

Mgar Eiss perjury trial m 1949,, During an interniasion. he conferred 
5 Qfgup (^ people in the corridor of the Court Souse which in¬ 
cluded Sr, and Srsi Alger Siss^ one or mre of Mss t attorneye, and . 
several other unidentified individuals^ ' ^ 

' /r ^r. MaCPps ifidicted an Dedemhor XSy 1948, by'd Federai 

dh ’two bduntS of penfufy.:, se Hap con- 
J^anifcfry SIj 1950^ and sentenesdSo five' 

itsT eehtehbecn Inarch Sly 

1951^ and was conditionally released on Sodenbef 1954 , ' ^ 

1 l^l^Hngton. rHues^metald'^ issue of March 1950, carried 

^Ofesapfs Tied te iedsj' This^ 

article pointed out -bhat half pf the then present teaching staff at 
Sarvqrd Daw School: wore graduated whenvSUStice: Falis^ Frankfurter .was a 
^ro/as8or and, pointed ou-B that several :6f them profeasops wefe 
pmocrated with Alger StSS, Glass of 1989, Anohg those listed in the 
article wqs. Dean Erwin S» Griswpldy Class Of 1988, 

Pf Si mii eontained ajt .ariloie 
. ^hrvard university had been urged bp Sdiiuel P,- Sears * 

mownj; 0 /SassaphuaettS paP ASsociatiph io step "ehCouraoinQ 

Cotini^niot: partyk" Mr, Searsaccording t(j the 
artiplsj had directed, a letter to Griswold as Dean of the law School, 
protesting, the diversity's attitude of iolefanoe toward eheniha of 
the fopublip and demanded the dissolution of the Marvard lawyers Guild 







Nairional Iflvjyera auild» On^ mrch 6 19^7 +hd ' 


i| ^oord ol mreotoTs ^ 

-CoZ/CfX^y Jfa^ioml Unity^^ at t%e ?2at Annual 


«.i^. . Entie t Sheriaood, Authori Jfen han of Board of n'fi*/>A*n7*t> 

Rohcrt Brxne’b ,^hr>r*}nfi(f^ ftgg hocii affHisi.-! lifi i,.: ' si. -j-j.„ . , P% 7 *e 6 tora : 

' isSSSi'SsSsS i*:S>i;»1S.?iS*’"" 

rafaainy^ tit teatify concerning aubperaitie dotivitifiA^ ^ 


► to Tain ifhe laav:, Ationg the 700 leading. A%eficg;iie^^- who sighed this ^ 


6 







was one Valter further identified, whos^ ncjse 

.ale 0 appeared oh a- list of sponsor.e of a rally held at Carnegie Sail, 
jrevj tork City) 6n May 30,. 1043, ajooneo.red hy the National Council of 
Anerican^Nqvieii Friendship^ Inc, ' * . 

The National Council of Aaer'ieducedvie.-b Nriendship, me, 
has been designated by the Attorney General pursuant to N^ecutiye 
order 104S0, 

The other nembers Of the present Bpard of Directors- are * 

jdarry $, Ashrtbre, Nxecutive: Mitor, , 

Apkansds Gaaette, 

‘ Little, Nock, Arkansas . 

, V JOkarlep. Wi. Cole, President,- Anherbt CoXlege, 

. Anherst, NaSsachusOtts 

Arthur :ff, Dean,, Attorney, 3ulliv,an <5 Cromoeil,* 

Neio Xorki New, fork ‘' 

, ' - 

• Bussell La. Nearmont, Attorney, Si a Louis, ^ 

/Ussouri 

Nobert N* MUtchinsj President, The Fund for 

the Bepublicy inci 

‘ * Will fan N, Joyce, Jr,, Chaiman of ibUe Board^ 

Joyce inc.^, Pasadena, 
California 

Mayer Kestnbaun, preeident, part Schaffner dt. 

Jlarxi Chicago, Illinois 

¥ 

^ M,. Albert Linton^ Chd.irnan of the Boards 

Providence, Mutual Life 
Insurahce COnpaiiy, 

Philadelphia^ -Pennsylvania 

Jubal Fdrten, President, Woodley Petroleum 

Company,. Mouston, Texas 

. plmo Coper, Elmo Doper & Asaaoiatesi Nets torn* 

Mew York ' 

Mrs,. ElednOr B, Stevenson, Oberlin, Ohip 


% 
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JProJeo'-ts and Studies .Sponsored 7>v the S'and .fdr i:he Settublio 

Msioru of 'ihe Cormunia-b Party in i^ie Untied Siaies ^1919- 
X94S) i 5ftep^or<? Dfc^pei^i N&o. Tq.tK^ NepJprkj a urX’ter, testified' be fore, 
a Congress ional bpjmii}i:ee in Jidgj^ _ X9S4^ iihaif he had been a neaber lb/ 
fhe Tlafional ^iudetif League in college and i/kdif fn 1934, He net UarrV 
Cannes, /oreign editor- of the. ^*Ldily Worker:, *^ and became Hi3'> assistant 
on that paper*: Proper testified that while he vias on the **Paily 
Wo.rher, ’* he- used the name Lepard* He left the *^Paily Worker^* in 1936 
and ioent to "Hew.Jiaases"- as foreign editor wherei He remained until 
1939i He stated _ that ho had ^neuor ifeejh a nemper of the Gbmimnist ^ 
Forty but Until 1941 followed the Gommuntst Forty line and was oon» 
sidered to be a Conmnist by others* Burihg: the time he was ' 

associated with Coimunists* he oohsidered himself a,feliom traveled*. 

V (lOy-‘3&2227-‘6)' ' ' # 

In August^ i9$4, Fraper Stated that his brotherj Harold 
Draper (Aaron Dubinehy), Ufas at that tine editor of "Labor Action^ 
the pffioial organ of the torherp Party* The Worhers party has bean 
designated by the Attorney. Ce^ieral pursuant to Executive Order l64$0* 

' , - - 

proper aldb stated in Mgwst;^ 1934, that he had -contributed 
to the publiao^tion ^fPriday": which publication has been cited' by the 
House ‘Gotmittee' on fin’-^.hteriban Activities aa iGojmunist controlled and 
he has alsOibbhtributed to the pjiblication ^^Ghina Poday*" "China 
TodayD has been Cited', jby. the California Committee on Vn^AmCtican 
Activities as, a magasine. "yilblished by the Communist front. Friends 
Of-the Ghinaae peopleat 10$ West .83rd street, Heb Tbrk City*'" 

■Gotmunisn and Reliaioni Falph Lord Dbg, Vnion Theological 
Seminaryi Hew lorki Hew Yorki and Paul A? Carter, Instructor of ' 
.Historya jColumbia Universityk Haipk Lord Hoy dnd. Foul A* Garter^ 
according to. "The ^dshingtbn Fost and Times^Herald, " February 85,rt 
1955, submitted d letter 'te the editor of that paper in Which they 
stated, they were preparing a study on Co^unism in the. ohitrohes 
Spohsored, by the pupd por the pepublio and asked .persons with infoT^} 
ration bii dboument^d evidence, of .actual Cojmunioi-{attempts to 
infiltrate the ohu.rbhCa. or make use hf olergymeh,, or expampToS of 
false and. irresponsible charges of Communist influence on r.eiiu^ba . 
in America to pontaot them* This letter pas also harried in Dallas^ ' 
Texas, newspapers* Tht American national Research Report, a Dallas, 
Texasj. bimonthly publication^ noted that the. authors, of the letter 
did not aSk for information oh: subversive activity among olergymeh 
but for "examples of false and irresponsibie Charges* * * *" 
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Sn&bitil CbTsniirbe& an iihe' Fed^r^ Lovalivm.Seoutt'hjf Proaran 
ioj*- tho Issooiation o.f .the Bar o.f 'the Gt-bif o.f areo YorJs fH—- 

' AnQW XiS^jjbdr^ 6f i^hiM Sp^piuJ:. GomOftei -^he 

^pderftl ^yaliy’^Sepurity i^bgvptt arp MgMa M* ^etiann^ a ifezd Ptlednp^. 
Zouisiana^ a-tiornpy, and fftiiiney:MbTiih :Sepi6ur^ Wevi tbr^ Ci^ifs 
attorney^ 


Kdntt . Lenann 

^SgUtharh Mam Aludnaa/* April liaied Zemnn 

ofiT d’,bpop 9 gr pf ijjie. pBoPiid, Confarehoe Bumh Wilfdve, held hjjf. iihP 
SonihertirCPn/arenoe: fpr'Bunan Welfdvej^ ^pril 14^*16^ Xi940^ at 
GhafibanPpgdi 'B!pnneppeo\ Boyifherp GbnfepQpGs /or Bimdn Bel/drd 
hap heeii biitPd 'OP a Optmimiat /rph'^ by the spepidl Gbrnittae Od 
Gn-^Mpricah jiptibitiea'm * : ' . " . 

'The *!Tinbp»?ieaymas^ Bovenher' jdnd thb 

jbrleana Maii^a^^^ Bope^ep both Jfeio OrXbaha^ ZpUiaidhaj 

netsapapera^ berried drtioXea aenGbrntny the Betb Orleatia IGpu^oil a/ 
^merican-^opict Frtphdahip add Hated .apenaorb G/' that pryantsat.iphk 
In both ipatanbea Zpubnh^. W$phg- pthdra^ isaa Hated aa d apohabr of 
the Beit Orleana GomGtX o/ AbprioaiiTSpviet /riendhhipm The National 
OpunGiX 0 / AttericanrSppiet. BPiendahip hap. beep de.aigndfed bp t^e. 

AttpTPey General purauakp to Sp^GUtive Order 1Q400* 

Ik XOSlt Jte^anh admitted that he Had teep a jnenher of the 
Squtharp ponferenae for Mump Mpl/dre' but ivskediately mitMrpvt when 
the MbUBp Goakitteje ok Gn^raerf ban AbtiPities JLiated thfa organisdr ; 
tipn da^ a GojmuJiiM. fb'ofht, Mb alaa adip that he had been d ruehbpr 
. 0 / the Mevt prleana Opuhoil pf thb MattphdX Gpmibil pf Amripaif-Soviet 
irtendahip blit iPaedidteXy withdrew whan th&'Attorney General of the 
Gdited Stated Xfated thid ptgdnisdtiph. aa babveraive. ’ ‘ 

i * 

’ Ghitneu Borth M&vmur 

Ghitaey Mofth Meynour hoa bken affiXidted Mtk the Afiepican 
Muaaian Xnatitutie for GuXtUrdl XieXationa with the SpPtet Gpion, XOSfT 
193dp'International labor^Pefenbe^ IBST^XGSS^IBSB^ both of which, 
organisationa hdpe bben dea.igndted by the Attorney. General piirauant 
to SxePutiyb Order Xo4S0» 

Me haa dlao been affilidted ipith the Interngtibnat furidtoal '; 
Aaapoidtion^ 1936»193T^ Mdtiphal Zawyera ^ild^ IPS7/Muaeian War 
helief^ '104H 'The Puaaidn for Belief hda been pited, by the GoL ifornia 






dn Uh-Ameriodn. M&biuHids as *tin^ everv respeclr d dd'beX'li’te - 
/Ton* df ifhe’ <?annmib^ ^driir* • ♦. S^hh Mttonal Ldoyfors' Ouild and' 
Inifivnaifio^aX ouifidicaZ M^oota-btftn fids Haed piiqd aa Oqid^unfdi: frdnts 
■by. iths 'Sqvpd dpk&i'i’iqd dd '0ir^ddT‘ican; ^GtiVi^iqa*. - .' “ 

studies af tojidHu securHu Ppadram^ ProfeMor MdZph 
^Pr&anjf Jr* Ths peoeubav^rr 19^9^ issue pf'the' ^^ridgepoH 
the mehZy nempaper b/Bridgeportj Mnneotiduti and the iraZy 22* 

1959s idbue of ydUnterdHfOolp^?- dntirf^oi^uniat publtdatioiis both ' 
Parried items etating that. Pt^ph i?* Mro^nm ’Xr~% opposed the doverntient 
lopdltgprdyrcmp ' . . . , ^ 

‘ ,'Prbwh. Mad po f author^ of dn. pM 1953s *^aie 

Zavi ^dhodZ vdprnalP[tshieh: ,dttdehdd the Port SpoUrity Pr.odrdii^Miid 
dviticised ifhd ‘Coast Cuard Careening Moard for relying bn edtif idential 
informants of the'PBTiMhbde identities Mere hot revealed^ 

Case: Studied th Personnel. Sedui^ity i: ^ddm-TarmOlihakts 
Washingtons 9* c^^ attorney^ a Washington City '-yeW $ervice feZeascs 
June 3^ Z9^s. Reported that Addn TarmaZitishys' attorney for: the. Pithd, 
for thd' PepubZid.^ ^acy: britipal Of the< Administration^^‘Security 
Program. in~ defense pldnth^ stating'that it ftas ^^seriOps dOfeOts*^ and 
Idoks ^'oowiOn tense ttaiidardSm ^ SarmoHnsky spoke dt-m. Conference 
on personnel pkOurity Progfame it United States Xndusitry helM 
Jime Ss logSs. in Waehingtphi, !?• and epphaored. by the WasHin0oh 
Chapter^ of the Industrial peZdtions' Seseardh Ahsopidtion and, the 
political SctenOe.ASSociatipnm M. otateA^Me ateortion Mas based pn , 
a SUrpey of Pedelrxn^i eecurtty: me^hOdU. Mhidh hie organiedtion had been 
Making and that hie atudiep showed a. lack bf Peffecti.vP syttem tO \ 
Meed odt doesips slander and^apnant nonPeneeP from charges brought 
against indiyidudl employees * 

Biaoklistiha it the Entertainheht Industrui Paul facobSi 
Mllymods vd^if6Tnias: fppreseniatiud of this survey for the Fund 
for the PepubliOt' .Me. Has admitted activity- in. the Toung Communist 
;Zedgue in 19.38 dpd iCf^ until, he Mas. expelled for i^rotHkyite 
potivities* a-^iibscriber to the ^^Bdily Peopled WorZdP iri: 

1948 and *Wew XntepMtionaV' official, organ pf the Independent * 
Socialist^ league. sn :1958i -fhe Independent MobiaUst^ Zeague Has 
men designated by the Attorney general pursuant to. Bxebutive order 
10450 ^ ■■■■-■■-■■' ^ ' c 

it ^ 

In a^ speech :'on March ids. XCUPs at the University Of _ , 
(falifdrnia^. Zos Angeles,, he criticised PBI tnveMtigdtione^stating' 
Hhey do their gob. of investigating hiit not very vellm f' Me also 
criticised PBi^a Use of Mire tappingf pompldiyed that CUs: Mall, 
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Contmniap pariy leQdej* convipiiQd. iii Hew York ci-kv -fn ioaq j. 

iSonst.<-fUi«pj(nl rfjhis. mk^n droooed ocroi'a 

o«ft o<#ed groufl? ortUbised^Ue Sovbe Oomatti foY- 

" **®® in»d8*<9o«on8 for depriving prmi& gUimm 

Mflmiv of fea-tfrio hs ^la-jive ig Cvtmnnto^ . 

bf iPi nnn^J^i^ ^Sr iha iimd far -ittv. fiepuitic auihbrised d arani 

/f iht’^rb4Lt/ ScMbl if iaw for Ih dUiUZ 

pjT tn^ veBvinpniea of lecdinff jtoiinosseo in ppobeedinas 

Ort^«8^JSfe, iiUi d^olncVd^f-mltlZu 

d)trepfe(2^6?/ Herbert iJ, Bidker, a neuber of the Hew York Bar 
ffnd Supreme Court Bar^ who- will work U WaBUriaton T n' 

Januarj^ 1, 19S6, .end th^'n da d nenh.ei^ of Me Stdnfor4*faouii;yJ 

008 in frigubni ooniaci 0,4 Sa <* siate Ib^r&t'ripriieni^itl 

S?l“2 <»«8«8ol8^oft8-S idsnSlaf 

^ng mm*. (fsWAosT^ epbmting in Wamngan, P. o., in. ifta 
'j: *^ - aw*^ iSdOj- tSjpdei/h diedted Mdit durtna iQdv hnno 

arfPPli^sssg imsEr 

2’’??* ^mnoiooi on:India and MMof loicVolV^ 

Ford Foundation to atudi, 
opndtviutioTial and legal pfobleTsts' fn. fndiae ‘ ^ 

study of the COmaunist Beoofd 

genmnun. TUo: Apo%iU7 ' 


jfd ^ 
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projeoi ta marina JS» Career o/ ^Stanford Un^veratiy^. Oor^^'r toteived 
an LL*B^. degree Piagha oum Idude from Harvard iFnivereiiiy in l94df He’ 
fubseguenily became; affirXdd^ed mi;th ihe Stanford Univerai'it/ Lavi School 
before teiurhind ■^o Harvard HniUereity in t%e Fait of XB53 to docebt 
a position mth. t}k%Fdnd.fojr me; BepPiblio^- ; 

r,^ i ^ t:nt Tehinthrus lB54j iir was reported thdt dhd 4±h ddlifornia 

District- Court of Appeals had been, contacted by the fund f or thd 
Mep^bl^p through Gorher to provtdd information 6h several specifi& ' 
oasae concerning Dopuunim ihandXkd by the Dourt* { 100^39169.7-^9) 


- Dissemination o.i 
to the hind ' 


\_:Propdf;dnda Ooridernino.^ Sah.ieota of ^Interest 


I 

In May, .$^00/000 tdas authorised by the Fund for'the 

Depuklio for a- teleOiaton series featuring ^Serblock^’ (Mafbert 
Dawtence Bloch)^ ajdYtpodist for ^^Ihej jFashington Post end Times-Merald^*^ 

Fhp JlngeXes. Daitp Moios^^.dated Decedber 3/X947, • 
Oarried.dn 'dftigXe.Qaptiondd f^Filuland Ominous.Pattern***- Itid’ artiOle 
dtated ill pdYt that cartoonist **aerblook** had sptie poMted thin^^^ ' 
eay about the firing Of the ten. SdllyaoQd.writers charged with oon-" 
tempt of Congress* Slock stated the. movie industry* idCrderihn the , 
fi>Ttng^ was. beating itself over the head* 

j ^ <^:,poTsou appeuriny in 'the March, 194$, 

entitled ^Behind the ntddl’e Of the Washington. 
FostfO Mehod.gfOes Us ppiUPh. cf the Psost*} after it *itufned to ^ 
the left during the .early days: .of the Jiehou Mehtiohe’d that 

carttyohist Herbert pioek Was'd member of the Oltbeml.** faction^Of 
the np’osty**.' (FOrwydlWWj; ((94^46522-1) , ' ^ 

Felloiaahina ahd Grdni:s-*in-Aid ' ' ‘ 


. . 4 qrantrinraid fqr-a study of *htndesirahlen.discharges of 
drafted servicemen based On allspations regarding.preinduction ' 

aati oit^es or assooiatiphs ms gipeh Moldnd Watts*, d m^ber of the 
Maryland and pipcO 1947y Mdttohdt Secretary’ Of the Workers f ef.enaec ■. 
league.*. .The worhors Defense league is an orgdnitatfoh which hds 
.acted as the dsfePse- mcpesient of the Socialist pdrty* “ , 

Watts,I in 1940,. bCGame the .President of the MaryXand CounoU 
for Conscientious Chfeotorh dud represented other cohsOientioUs 
pbfOctets in Coutt,^. Me- serPed a. threO-year ism aO a Conscientious 
obfector' duriny World War If*,. Me has participated in dhiiconscription 
activitios and .pacifist., orgdhieation&i*- Me has also be On'active in. 
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campaign to have organisaiiona of Troiskyiife origin removed from 
iihe' Attorney, general'*e subveraive Hat afid hda jrepr.eaehted, aeanen 
loho hdve been, abreehed vff merchant ahipa. ae^aegurity riakam 

■ ' - (lo5-419356j 

itiatribution df Books* Ariiclea and Other Material. 

Some of the materials distributed by the Wund for the 
Republic are 'noted, hereihafterit ^ 

Btilletin o.f the Atonic Scientists ^ 85^600 dopiee of a special -isaue 
of this JBulletie on loyalty and security' no ere issued by the Fund for' 
the Republic* The.Board of Spbhaovs of this .pdblication includes 
■«r* Eobeft Bppenheimer as phairmam Oppenheimer has hud his Security, 
clearance removed by the Atomic Shergy fJopitissi.op* 

government by Inveeiiaation ^is is d boojii authored by Alan Barth* 

650, copies vf this publication mere sent. to. lists selected by the 
publisher* With reference to Alen Barths Sejigtor Barry M* goldwatef 
of AfiAonds ,stated in the Vpited States Behate on March 29^ I954x 
'^For yearsy Barth hus: denounced loyalty programs^ and his heart has. 
bled fo-r Gommnista'y. th'eir stbpgesy spies, and persons phpse acts, 
mere b^in- to f reason,* ** ' ' . 

grand Inquest - This id d Book by Telford Taylor of which 850 copies 
were furnished to the Federal bench* It was the opinion of one Federal 
Judge who received this bobh that dfte,r. it was read, by the Judges who 
heard cases, ihvolving odmunistas it. could vety easily sway the opinion 
Of these Judges- to be lexiibnt with the Gohmunists*. 

t 

In. 1943i Sepresentdtiue Bondero- of Michigan, made charges 
that fayXor^s staff at Nuremberg was ^’penetrated by left wingers* ” 

In 1958, he stated^ that TwjlOr mas oh'e Of Mat MOwenthal’s ’’stooge's*’*' 
■Bepresentatibe Bonders .charged, in the SouSs of Eepresentatives^ 
that Max Lowenthal, whom: he desbribed as the writer of books smearing 
the FBI and as an associate of Gormudists and fellbw travelers, was 
responsible for e pibti to.'curb government prosecution of Gommunists* 

^ (lOV-36077^2; 10 6:-391697^98) 

The Fifth. Anendment Toddy . - This is bpbk by Erwin M* griswpld^ 

35,000 copies of which were furnished to. judges and members of the Bar* 
Information'Concerning ihe duthpr,. .Erwin ffi Griswold, appears on pCge- 
7 of this memorandum* ' ' 

The Bent Witness » 2ftis wap an article by Richard Rov.ere which 
appeared originally in ’’Marper’s*’ magazine. May, 19S5*j 2S,BOO copies 
of- this article- were furnished to labor officials and business V 
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executives, This is reported to- he a vicious apd obvious slander 
article containing nang j^alse statements end inferences. 

Who ^3 Who in AmcHCa^ 1954^S5j states 
rt ^nni^i^ibutina editor of '*Barper*s” magazine since 2949i Ee has been 
Smplo^ed Sf alsocfcie editor of >>Eew Masses, 

ttmUA iXrfh'inrt &d%iOT Of ^^CoWi^OTl- 

ond*3to// Writer 9/ Hip Torker",3inci tia* 

described bit the Mouse Comaittee on Un-Aaenoan Ac-^Uities in ttS 
teloVt o f ulrch S9, 1944. as a "Mationally oirculated peelslu journal 
7/^e conmhist^^rty—ahosa omaership pas oestei in the Anencan 

%J'%rTtl\c 3i"rce (Oarland Hand)." In <•» T'SStleta 

+T»a> nn+nhpi* 3 19&2n issue of^The Uatxon, captioned, J, E, Mattneios 

The In%ruer/" Eovere mas highly critical of Matthetos, then Besearch 
nireCtor for the Bids Gommittee^ie Rovere~stated in. that article, 

% 08 t inf orLts are mCAed either by spite gainst 
or bu d simple desire to save their pwn hides,;^ Matthews : >/v\ 

by t%piie so great that: it has become an almost disinterested zeal,-^ 

To -khAs Rnd of Our Evsteria - This is an article by 

EofJman, which appeared in the '*Eem York Tinea" magazine and which -■ 
isahother of the publications distributed by the FUnd to" ' 

Replblic' Teutholsand copies of this article , 

two recipients, one of which was the Emergency Givil Liber , 
Committee, With ref renoe tb the Emcrgenpy ? iq<i ^ \- 

Committee, the "Daily Worker" newspaper, issue of October 8, ^51, ^ 

quoted James Imbrie^ acting secretaeynas stating that the-purpose 
of this Committee mould be to help m^ilize pybl^c ^ f 

support of the traditional American constitutional guarantees of 
Civil liberties and to render aid to victims of abridgment, of , , 

these liberties in politics, education and the professions, 

* . The January 26, 1953, issuA of "The Mem Leader," , 

styled Social DemocrdA weekfy magazinecontained an 

stated "Fro^Communists are still posing as champions 
Liberties and - despite the efforts of Stalin, Gottwald, 

IlSung - can Still get a handful of American 

bidding. The last Bed snare is the Emergency CiVil . oA' ^j| 

Cmmiitee which is. holding a Dill of Bights conference, January 
1953, in. Sew York, ^ ^ j * 
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FOR REIEASE MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1955 
ny PULTON LEWIS., JR. xx; legislation. 

I am convinced it Is attempting to create a public opinion 
favorable to repeal of statutory provisions for any and all forms 
of personnel security programs, in or out of government; that, as 
a precedent to conditioning the public to that opinion, it is 
trying to sell the idea that there never has been any domestic • 
Communist threat, that the whole thing is. a myth; that it adepts in 
toto the theory that the Communist Party, U.S.A., is a legitimate 
political movement, rather than the forelgn-dlrected subversive 

conspiracy which Congress, the Executive Branch and the Courts have 
hold it to be. j 

'I'l 

The American people at this point obviously do linot agree but 

' I I 

the Fund For The Republic, under Hutchins« direction, 4s trying to 
swing them around by propagandlstic use of its tax-fre4 $15,000,000. 
Here are Hutchins* own words: 

Ir 

»• •Critics of the foundations in this country,' who represent 
the extreme rlglit: wing of American politics, and who arc constantly 
in full cry against all efforts to extend the scope of'governmental 
action, have repeated over and over again, with the evident 

Intention of getting it accepted as an axiom, the prop^osition that 

II 

tax-exempt money is 'your* money. This moans that detailed 

it; 

governmental supervision of the foundations is necessary: the 

* j) 

Goyornmont must see to it that your money Is properly spent,” 

He carries the thesis to its extreme, even arguing that if a 
Congressional Committee can determine that a '"philosophical 
position can be treasonable," then "freedom of teaching, preaching, 
discussion and thought may not bo with us long," \ 

A Congressional Committee does not enact any law, but ii* it 
persuades Congress, then Congress enacts the law. Congress has 

jf I'' 

enacted the law providing the tax-exemption for legitimate 
philanthropic foxmdatlons, |[ 

. "Extreme right wing," left wing or v^hatever, I do believe, 
and I think most Americans also do, that the government has a 
proper and unquestioned right to determine whether foundations 
enjoying that tak-exompt privilege are complying with- the. law, 
JllmL^ afi>ald Dr, Hutchins would have a hard time convincing me 


se. 
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WASHIN(iTON REPORT 
BY FULTON LEWIS, JR. 




955,king FEATURES SYNMCME, INC.}^ ^ _ 

VIASHINGTON, SEPT. 25~~Dr*» Robert Maynai^^^utchins, president 

of the tax-free $15,000,000^und For The Republic, ob.lects to having 

- - ~ ’ 

the millions on which the Fund pays no taxes whatsoever regarded as 
"your” money — meaning us taxpayers. 


I pay taxes. For every dollar of taxes which the Fund For The 
Republic and other tax-exempt organizations normally would pay but 
do not because of their tax-exempt status, the rate of taxes paid by 

all others^^, including me, must be raised enough to make up for the 
dollars net collected from the tax-exempts. 

That may not make the Fund's 15 million dollars mine (as much as 
I would enjoy having it, oven fully taxable), but it certainly does 
give me a proprietary interest in it and a feeling that I at least ' 
have a right to see whether it is being spent for the purposes which 
form the basis for its enviable tax-exempt status. 


Assuming you are a taxpayer too, as all of us are, it should 


give you the same proprietary interest in checking on the objectives 
for which the' $15,000,000 arc being spent. 

The tax exemption for the Fund For The Republic- and all other 
organizations enjoying the same public-interest status is based on 
section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue Code. It says* 


"Corporations, and any community chest, fund or foundation, 
organized and operated exclusively for religious^charitable, 
scientific, literary, or educational purposes, or for the prevention 



ft 

of cruelty to children or animals, no part of the net earnings of 
which inures, to the benefit of any private shareholder or individual 
and no substantial part of the activities of which is carrying on 
propaganda, or otherwise attempting,to influence legislation." 

In recent weeks I have been doing a great deal of inquiring 
irtto the activities of the Fund For The Republic. As a result, I am 
convinced tjiat a " substa ntial part" — m fact, almost all — of its 
activities are "carrying on propaganda, oV otherwise'Xtt'eTpt'in 

_ ...... '/i 



influence legislation." 
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DATE: September 23 
1955 


^|Kichols.J^4^ 
I .Belmont ^ ~ - 


FULTOI'T IiHWJS, JR. 

RADIO BROADCAST 

T:00 P.M., SEPTiavlBER 22'. 


1955 





Fultorx.Le-vTis', Jr., in Ms broadcast stated.s^stantially 
Senator Dirksen of Illinois, said last lught the recent A^ustr^lanl espionage reports 
have-demonstrated.the’necessity for an absolute*tight.^ecurit/system in the XJ. S.l? 
Senator McCarthy in a letter to the President calied on the President to assume 
personal leadership in the fight,.against 'Me destruction of'our Gbyeriunent's Security 
Program,'wMch he, said is' gravely threatened. He mentioned partic\ilarly the .Fiind ^ 
for the Republic, whichjffe pointed out is' headed by the President's perSonM friend, v 
p. ^ and advisor, Paul ri)i(^f£man, as. Chairman of the Board. The whole^^^ ) ' 

V ■^Constitutes a politi^M^attack and. conspiracy against the President' a^admi^stration NTj 
^'•.and the sq-called liberal press gleefully plays up selected cases inv^hic^emplpyees 
“ - not received fair treatment and attempts M mafeat/^ppear jv 

ration o£ the Government Security Program i^jaasbitrary, M 

grinyamces ir,bm attorneys of the people involved, "vdth no information on the 
Goyefnment'l^side' of the story and to publicize these byway of proving that the 
|Goveriuneni>Program is a political witch hunt. 


of the Gpvernmlht.have 

that thechntire-administration_ __ _, . _ „ . 

brutal amd,.unintelligent, ■■ (ph). He said .the methodus.ed,by the;;Fiu\nfor She 
Republip m,evaluating" the security pro gram is to, compile alleged selected 




o 

Ui 



Lewis sadd this is?,exactly what, is happening^ and unless .someone 
in a position of leader sMp does s.tepdn to e3q)ose..the combined conspiracy 
progress' -yvith $15, 000, OPP pf^cardl Toundatiqn money to finance if, these propagand^fe 
;are going,to be able to cohyihce'fheqpuhlic.ihccfcthe'whole idea.of'a Governments^ 
Sectirity Program is, alj^ thing.and, thus get, rid of it, wMch has been their read 
objective all.along. Thg ^uad,ior the Republic is, directing its every effort^Mo^ 
thejSe lines. . ' - ^ 

Tliisvis a carefuU'y designed, heavily financed project quite ^ 

deliberate to propag^dize. the political •views of'its leaders/, notabl y Mr . Robert M. 


le 


o 

a 

Ui 

a 

OSr 


utchins who is a.hatviral crusader against the basic system of secvirity'clearance^\ j 
of loyalty oaths, or any other ,fje*strictibns of'any*kind that wotdd safeguard the , ’ V 
coxmtry against infiltration. Mr. Hutchins, has just made a speech to the American''^ 
College of Hospital Administratoyi^r in.Atlantic City in wMch he took, exception, to 
the, id.ea .that.the money in the, hands, of Ms Ftmdlof the Republic is your money. 
said that means that the pay of supervision of Foundations is necessary, that the N 
Government must see to it thatyoxir money is'prc^.erly' spent, and to. that.,^ 

Belmont _ 
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This is w^h>Iie said: If\ 
grant^aysd'analyzre the th(y«gh€s 


\ 


ssional committee may' 



kberZS, 1955 


ery foimdation's 


_ ot the recipient then Congressional conomittees may foUow 
your money y^hen it supports speeches and teachers and seeks to analyze and control 
their thoughts too. If a philosophical .position can be treasonable and if. the majority of a 
Congressional committee can make it so, freedom of teaching, speeches and preaching 
discussions cind thought may not be long ■wdth us. 


Now just consider how d^gerously clever that is. .In the first place, 
nobody has ever-suggested that a Congressional committee is going to supervise the 
spending of money by the Foundation, and Mr'. Hutohihs knows that. He knows that the. 
Government is not going to do any detailed.supervision. He knows toat.toe .law under 
which his-Foimd^on exists and operates does provide that the Gov^nment must see to it 
that the money is properly .spent. He ^o.ws that if the Government fmds that he is not 
spending it properly, which means in-the general public welfare> .the Government steps in 
and takes a hand as it sho^ild fr.orixa standpoint of tax.exemption. 

Of course, a philosophic^ position can be treasonable, and anyone "who. 
questions that fact is either a knave or a fool. Treason is )in itself^a philosophical 
posiHon>aa point'io,£view, of purpose. So far as l am concerned, these expressions 
merely emphasize and illustrate just how dangerous an individual Mr. Hutchins is to be 
*ih the position he occupies. 


, In connection with the operations for ,the' Fvind for the Republic, 

Mr; Hutchins makes this astounding statement,, in the annual report .which may .thrqw 
some light on* his thanking and‘his geiiefalmpntal). atmosphere: A poli^ic^ party in tMs 
coxantry has been identified' ■with the e,nem;y. Those; associated •mth.this party have, 
therefor^ come under suspicion as cin imminent danger to the state. In view of the 
weapons now available and of the examples' of subversion that other - countries have 
offered, the danger has seemed as great though often mysterious and intangible. It has 
appejared that terror to the covintfy-could'be, dealt -with .only by methods: as-drastically 
departed from those which, have characterized .^glOrAmerican jurisprudence. The range 
of suspected persons has been-enormously extended by resort to guilt by association. 

The evidence offered-to show that a man is .a danger to American inStitufibiu has often 
been remote. The treatment.accorded s,uspe'cted.per sons in Congl’essional investigations 
^n'd administrative hearings has not always been that conterriplated'by^ the-Sixth 
~^ ^^mendment. The political foundation on which M^- Hutchins and his .assistant, .M r. W . 
y^JEemy, are operating in spending the $15,'000, 000 of the-Fund for the Republic,-vsa:s3 
' questioned byTaewis as JLie-v^S: obs.erved.that-.Hutchins ^resented anyone suggesting that 
there should be the-.slightest restriction of limitations-qn that spending or even that is 
the.public's money .arid tkat it. should be.^spent in publicdriterest. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
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'e ^^emom^duM • unit^^ 
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« .:^£government- 


Director, FBI 
SAC, Alb£«iy (100-0j 


DATE: September 28, I955 


SUBJECT: 


Dr* CLINTOMmOSSIOER 
INFORMATION CONCERNING 


O. 



Fo Ni> _ 77 /^ RFhE ^^< 2 * 

Enclosed for the Buroau's information is a clipping 
from the Ithaca Journal, Ithaca, New York, of September lo, 

1955# containing cbnunents of Dr. ROSSITER, who is heading a group 
studying Communist Influence in American life. 
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. REGISTERED MAIL 
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ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 
.HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 
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Lossiter Tells 
Browder 


Role in Study 


A Cornell University professor, 
heading a group of 12 -scholars 
studying Communist influence in| 
American life, says former U. S. 
Communist * chief Earl Browderl 
was paid to be interviewed. 

Br. Clinton Rossiter told an As¬ 
sociated Press reporter Thursday I 
night that Browder was “among 
dozens’^ interviewed so far in the 
inquiry. 

Rossiter said Browder was paid 
only' for his information and that] 
Browder would not contribute to 
the group’s report as an author, 
consultant/dr researcher. 

He was. paid’ a “standard fee— 
principally because he agreed to 
give us a number of interviews.”**! 
Rossiter said. ** . r 

^-^he Fund for the Republic, K 
cGg^oration formed by the Fo!ft 
l^ijundation, had commission J> 
hSssiter a year ago to study Coift^ 
nrunist influence in major areas]! 
of American life.? ^ ‘ 

Rossiter, a professor of govern: 
ment, said the study would be “as 
objective as a group of 'loyal 
Americans can make it.” | 
Browder headed the^ Communist 
jjParty in the United States for 
many years .until he broke with 
Moscow' Rossiter said an' inter 
|view*with»him was arranged after 
“we found out that Browder might 
be willing to4alk with us.” 

“We will talk to hundreds of| 
sources before the work is cbm- 
plet^,^' iRossiter said. “We will 
try to tell the ^hole story—in our 
own way ahd in our own time . . . 
all our findings will be published, 
no matter.what we find.”' 

Rossiter asserted that the fund 
had given him a free hand in the 
survey. He said he;wouId^not have 
undertaken it without complete 
^liberty of thought. ' ^ 

[The survey might take several 
yjars to complete, he. said. ) 
/^^he group is “entirely free, of 
pressure from any .source.^ 
Professor Rossiter point^ohtX’ 


TITLE 


^AssipicAtIOn 


CLIPPING raOM__ 

page "5= ^ 

COL. ^ 

DAT E 
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Ufyi • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


^?XOM f 


Mr, 


nnjjBCT: FULTON LEWIS, JR, 

(1 BROADCAST, WWDC 

’^iOO P, U, 
SEPTBmSR 21, 1955 


DATE: September 

■ ' d&S 

WoJif* 

£Sf^pN CONMIN0 fe= 


SEPTEmSR 21, 1955 ^ ' jilTI^nT^ 

Qfuh'j 7/:c RefZ^ubh c 

portion LittHe 

announcing the ^25,000 grant bl the^U broadcast ^ 

for flood relief, ^ ^ oy zne u, S, 3, R, to the American Red Cross 

for -ihe^.RepublilT^Lewis^stated tha!t^thV'^’'^^T^^ dealt with the Fund 
bated a .document which was labtlld Itthe'Tot {V ^^^ul^lic distri^ 
the Security Problems released by the Subr^tlLli PJ^^eigs a Report on 
on Govomnent Operation, ooneiPering 

after f .^1' /o'- «o Beputlic 

report is‘ an attack nn Ihi e. ^A throughout the U, S, The 

The main ^portion of the dotlment^U^a^toD,^'^^deral Government, 
issue of the Congressional ReVord The tFAAA the June 27, 1955, 

intact.. Each page, however, was labeled nt n copied was reproduced 
mentioned above, * labeled as a report of the subcommittee 

. omission mna nnfia , .. 


, paragraph i%t^^Mluu°thiVMo'°lL’‘'^^^ **' 1°* including an identifying 

iV «” intYtke Cong^reeeianfl Te tVt{"tr‘°°^ piaoed 

by one ffar(^d T,flGreen, according to'Mr. ZetuV”"’'* actually written 
Republic J?r''ptmi38Un''7o'teprZlte'^Ur^^^ 

however, InbeleLit as the 7eport of Jt reproduction, 

called to the Mention of slnato/wt^nA \^(Sl’^bis was 

^be Fund for the Republic pointing out thaV^thit^'^^^^* contacted 

bV Senator Humphrey and not a report L loas merely a statement 

dZumeZ IZtrZiinl^lhZpZtiol llltli^° tZ ^ ZcipulVs oflhe'^^ 

aduicng that it uae merely a 

CO - Mr, Bbardman- . , ► , ^ 

oc - Mr, Nichols _1, \ __ o 

. • \7 

jjc r ran’d for-^ha'P^publto rtle (ho^391649)^^'^ M 1955 


REV:age 
(7) ' V* 


wi n ). ^jU 4 *. -wr^ ^ 



Jones io Nichols memo 


September 21) 1955 


No mention toas made by Lewis that this loas a windup of his 
discussion of the Fund for the Republic nor did he indicate any intention 
to further discuss this organisation, 

RECOmiENDATION : 

None, For information. 
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TftEvfREbS’^TWAS tIr PLAN” 

mi INFORMATION CONTAINED 

Blue#tl^ IIEtfmSSSFJEDCapture 

MEZS&BY^LCsn]^ 

••A. CORRUPT THE YOUNG, get them away from religion. iGet 

them^lnterested in sex^ M ake d iem superflcial,destroy thSr 

B. OTT*CONtROL OF ALL MEANS -OF PUBLICITY, and thereby: 

(1) Get people’s minds off dieir government by focusing their 
attention on athletics, sexy books and plays and. other tri¬ 
vialities. 

(2) Divide die people into hostile groups by crastantly harping 
on controversial matters of no importance. 

(3) Destroy the people* s faidi in their natural leaders by holding 
the latter up for contempt, ridicule and.obloquy. 

(4) Always preadi true democracy, but seize power as fast 
and as ruthlessly as possible. 

(5) By encouraging government extravagance, destroy its credit 
produce fear of inflation with rising prices and general 
discontent. 

(6) Foment unnecessary strikes in vi^ industries , encourage 
civil "“disorders aad foster a lenient and soft attitude on die 
part of government toward sudi disorders. 

(7) By specious argument, cause the breakdown of,the.old.mo^®^ 
yime s, honesty, sobrietyT^'comSSeffcef^faitli^i^ 
wofeC^uggedness’ 

C. CAUSE THE REGISTRATION OF ALL ^FIREARMS on some 

pretext, with die view to CONFISCATING THEM AND LEAVING 

THE POPULATION HELPLESS.” 

The above document was obtained from -State Attorney, 
George A. Braudgan, by Joe Jenkins, immediate Past De¬ 
partment Commander of Florida. It is an official Comm¬ 
unist Party ’’Rules for Revolution”. It is reprinted from 
the ^November 1954 issue of the American Legion Maga¬ 
zine. 






■«WBSirTaniocisnrTs“not a 
business, all those who con* 
tribute material to this.^ljivs- 
paper ^do' so oh^a, free '^d- 
voluntai7 'basis. 

< ^ i. 


eveiy wc--^'*> 
sentto m*^; 
throagjjout*Uifc,A 
out -this re^;. '{ 

experiment'in Paf Jc joi 


» . '.t V *• .. in i-a' .iC JOI 

We also thank ^1. .thosb who :alismrvWould'not be possib 



We Americans are,goo^j;wple...we are trusting people...we 
neighborly people... ^e like'io help our neighbors... AND, we bel 
; that ifp^ids mean,wh‘at''fhey sayl _ ' ’ , 


The power-m'ad' Internationalists have taken those shining quri; 
of Americans and have perverted them and TURNED THEM l 
WEAPONS WITH WHICH TO DESTROY AMERICA. ' 


Wl^ wejirst heard about'die United Nariohs. it was to bt 
vhoite of .die world”. It was.^ bring “lasting peace”. Allnat 
would' be brothers.- America' tying up her wounds and burying 
^ad after WofW War 11, wanted to be convinced that the answet 
in the-Uaited, Nations, where all'nations would sirdowri together 
settle the world’s problems. ■ ' 

^ f 


While the newspapers blared headlines of the organizational m 
ing of the United Nations in San Francisco in 1945, the real plans 
WORLD CONQUEST were being laid. 

“Intemationri underst^ding” was the catA-phrase devised to th 
,us off bur guard. We‘would be isolated from the other nations of 
yrorld... we would be outcasts in thei’family.of riations”:if we di 
join- ,Ae - UNi Those, •v^.-e .pretty stem words to tell the friei 
American People.Iwe* didn’t want to be “shunned”,- so we'\ 
along,5trustingly. ' ' i , 

Abraham Lincoln said* **Tf thi^ naVion AV<»»» {#- t.f.1 



THE PEN IS maimER THAN THE SWORD — BUT THE TRUTH IS OTGHTIER THAN THE PEN. 


Dear Minute Women; 

Back from vacation and glad to be 
back, I sometimes think a vacation 
could well be described as ‘‘that brief 
respite between working'Ilke mad to 
take and killing yourself to catch up 
from." 

I am sure you all appreciated the 
excellent letters of Leila and Edith 
in the last Newsletter., Thanks to 
both of you. 

I am still in the process of ‘‘catch¬ 
ing up" and so I will just send best 
wishes and greetings to all of you 
and thank Edith again for another 
of her newsy letters. 

Don’t forget the Annual Meeting, 
Charleston, W. Va., Sept, 28, 29, and 
30. Make your own reservations at 
the Ruffner Hotel. Every year in 
every way they are better and better 
and from the plans the Charleston 
Chapter is making for this one it 
will more than live up to that repu¬ 
tation. Come and see for yourself! 

Cordially, 

Dorothy 

Dear Minute Women: 

As I look out, I think I see some 
brilliant rays of hope on the horizon. 
It looks as if people are awakening 
and preparing for action. Notices 
have come of the Constitution Day 
Convention which has been called at 
the Conrad Hilton hotel in Chicago 
--'by Wc, the People, to meet September 
16 and 17, We have had many na¬ 
tional deliberative assemblies^ and 
produced many findings. These "have 
built, one by one, a solid foundation 
of understanding of the situation for 
us all. Now, at last, we are to do 
something. To quote from their bro¬ 
chure : ‘.‘Wc, the People must organize 
as a movement for non-partisan 
political action. This will not be a 
^ third party, but an independent 
political-action movement that will 
* be free from the dictates of both 
major parties. Left-wing pressure 
groups now influence both parties. 
These forces are in the minority, but 
they are well organized. Our people 
are in the majority, but they are 
disorganized. Therefore, we are hold¬ 
ing this national convention in Chi¬ 
cago on Constitution Day, September 
16-17, to bring together the best con¬ 
servative minds of our time to set 
the policy and lay the plans for 
action for We,»,4;hb People... . . Unlike 
alh other patriotic conventions in re¬ 


cent years that have met merely to 
confer and educate, we are" meeting 
to plan political action/* Included 
is a most imposing list of patriots 
from which the speakers wiir be 
chosen. How proud I was to read 
the name of our National Chairman 
among them! I, for -one, am deeply 
delighted. I hope you won’t miss it 
either. Send $3 for membership and 
$12 for registration (including two 
luncheons) to We, the People, 35 
East Wacker Drive, Chicago 1, Illi¬ 
nois. Don’t forget a. room at the 
Conrad Hilton, too. 

And, stirring in the West is an¬ 
other group of awakeners. According 
to the Educational News Service of 
Fullerton, California, ‘‘The San Diego, 
California, Board of Education has 
instituted action to clarify the rela¬ 
tionship of authority between itself 
and the professional educators of the 
school system. This commendable 
move was led by Dr. Frank Lowe, 
a newly-elected board member. Dr. 
Lowe's program reads in part: ‘Recog¬ 
nizing that the public schools be¬ 
long to the community, and that 
its own primary obligation Is to the 
electorate, the board shall conduct 
its affairs in such manner as to 
keep the public informed of its poli¬ 
cies, and shall at all times welcome 
intelligent, constructive criticism and 
discussion aimed at improvement of 
the schools.... It shall be the policy of 
the Board as far as possible to dis¬ 
courage mass Instruction and all 
leveling down to mediocre standards; 
on the contrary to recognize indi¬ 
vidual differences, and to stiihulate 
incentive, and to encourage achieve¬ 
ments. ... The Board has priority even 
over the superintendent. And it 
should not shirk its . legal responsir 
billty to the electorate by“ delegating 
all initiative in the matter of general 
policies entirely to the superintend¬ 
ent.'" Well! Will the NEA sit up 
and notice this? 

In Milwaukee, the Northwest Synod, 
United Lutheran Church in America, 
has awakened to the implications of 
ministerial denials of the Virgin 
birth, and has called the Rev. George 
P. Crist, Jr., to trial for heresy. And, 
after months of paralysis, the House 
Un-American Activities Committee is 
holding hearings in New York of 
Communist infiltration into the en¬ 
tertainment field. 

The Committee of Endorsers, in 
Washington, whose ‘‘Program to Gov- 

r 


ern Our Foreign Relations appeared 
as a full-page display in the New 
York Times of Sunday, February 28, 
1955, is urging individuals to action. 
They are eager to have-you induce 
organizations with which you are 
connected to endorse this program. 
These endorsements may then be 
sent by the organizations to the 
President, the Secretary of State, the 
Chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, and your Congressmen. 
Copies of the program may easily 
be obtained from Dr. Edward A. 
Fitzpatrick, Committee of Endorsers, 
636 Woodward Building, 15th and H 
Streets, N.W., Washington, D. C. 
Why don’t you make this your proj¬ 
ect? It certainly would be rewarding 
activity. 

Yes, it appears that over the coun¬ 
try patriots are awakening to action. 
Perhaps our long period of education 
in the dangers threatening our coun¬ 
try to beginning to bear fruit. The 
pen is mighty. Let us continue to 
use it, but let us also encourage and 
join these doers. 

I am so pleased to be asked to 
again write this letter for Dorothy. 
See you in Chicago, September 17-18, 
to start our mutual action in guard¬ 
ing the land we love. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edith P. Hooker 


STATUS OF FORCES TREATY 

For a period of about 10 days, 
officials of the State, Defense,, and 
Justice' Departments* strived mightily 
to present a white-wash defense of 
the Status of Forces Treaty before 
the House Foreign Relations Com¬ 
mittee. 

This unprecedented accoimting was 
due to a resolution presented by Rep¬ 
resentative Frank T. Bow (Ohio) to 
the 84th Congress demanding a show¬ 
down and explanation of the treaty 
which turns over -American service¬ 
men abroad to the , jurisdiction of 
foreign criminal courts. 

The treaty was negotiated during 
the 'Truman administration, but fur¬ 
ther light was shed on its origin in 
testimony, taken behind closed doors 
by a Senate Armed Services Com¬ 
mittee, from Monroe Leigh, Assistant 
Defense Coimsel. Asked about the 
•United States’ motivation for the 
treaty, Mr. Leigh said: 
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**I do know that the impetus for 
it ^me from the international com¬ 
mand established by General Eisen¬ 
hower. He felt, as an international 
commander, that it was very im¬ 
portant that he be able to move 
troops back and forth in accordance 
with the demands of strategy irre¬ 
spective of whether they were Ameri¬ 
can. And for that reason he wanted 
a common arrangement between all 
countries. So his voice was very im¬ 
portant in giving impetus to the idea 
of having a multilateral agreement, 
and the United States accepted the 
arrangement.” 

The general tenor of the testimony 
of all three witnesses was that the 
treaty gives ‘'adequate safeguards; 
that these arrangements are reason¬ 
able and practicable and represent 
considerable concessions to the view¬ 
point of the United States by our 
allies; and g^ves to the members of 
our forces when they are to be tried 
adequate safeguards in accordsuice 
with civilhsed standards of justice.” 

‘'The important point for us to re¬ 
member,” ^id Mr* Robert Murphy 
of the State Department, “is that 
American troops are not in Europe 
as a favor to our allies. Their prin¬ 
cipal purpose is to protect the United 
States itself. No credence is given 
today to the idea that American 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen can best 
protect American citizens by staying 
at home and waiting for an enemy 
to strike the United States.” 

In their statements and testimony 
all three have contended that “so far” 
nobody has been injured. “So far” 
leniency has predominated. “So far” 
innocence has been vindicated and 
only guilt pimished. But to support 
these very .broad and sweeping—^not 
to mention questionable—statements, 
there is only the surmise and word 
of the State and Defense Depart¬ 
ments. 

The Justice Department spokesman 
brushed aside the arguments of cer¬ 
tain Congressmen who questioned the 
loss of constitutional rights of serv¬ 
icemen. 

“The Constitution of the United 
States protects them only when they 
are in the United States,” he said. 
“The Constitution of the United 
States is not operative when ^ 
American is in a foreign country.” 

Since most of the men concerned 
have been imprisoned in Japan, much 
of the questioning centered upon con¬ 
ditions in that country. It was re¬ 
vealed that in Japanese prisons smok¬ 
ing is not allowed. That prisoners are 
subject to long hours of forced labor, 
and that there is no heat in any 
prison cell. To offset this incon¬ 
venience, it was pointed out, Ameri¬ 
cans are permitted the use of hot 
water bottles! 

A small group of representatives 
asked pointed questions indicating 
their general dissatisfaction with the 
treaty. Rep. Dodd (Conn.) suggested 
that since we “have the unprece¬ 
dented situation of sending a million 
men around the world without their 
consent, ought we not to take a new 
look at our treaty and secret agree¬ 
ments?” 


Robert Murphy admitted that it is 
technically possible for foreign courts 
to subject American GI's to such 
imusual punishments as cutting off 
their hands, but that as a “practical 
matter” no such danger exists. He 
told the Committee that Saudi Arabia 
is the only country in which Ameri¬ 
can troops are stationed in which 
amputation is a penalty and that it 
is practiced there on Moslems only. 

“Can you point out any words 
written down that gives us assurance 
they cannot?” demanded Rep. Adair 
(Ind.). 

“I can't cite the words,” Murphy 
replied. 

Mr. Murphy insisted that Saudi 
Arabia is forbidden by a “written 
document” to impose cruel and un¬ 
usual pimishment and that the United 
States has exclusive jurisdiction over 
its troops there. 

Mr. Adair produced a copy of the 
regulations which showed that the 
United States has jurisdiction only 
in its own headquarters and in a 
few other specihed places, but that 
elsewhere Americans are subject to 
local law. 

“I am interested,” Adair said, “in 
what we have in writing. I am not 
interested in what is a 'practical mat¬ 
ter.' We are told that as an historical 
matter it is not likely and that as 
a practical matter it will not happen. 
But, where is it in writing?” 

Rep. Dodd asked if American nego¬ 
tiators had made a vigorous attempt 
to retain jurisdiction under court- 
martial rules, rather than yielding to 
foreign courts. 

“Did we go in there and tell the 
foreign negotiators we would punish 
our own law violators? Did we say— 
we have a good record of imposing 
more severe sentences than you do? 
Did anybody talk like that?” 

(Officials have been defending the 
Status of Forces Treaty arrange¬ 
ments saying foreign courts are 
more lenient than American military 
courts.) 

“I can’t quote you chapter and 
verse,” Murphy replied, “but I am 
sure we did. We met with great 
resistance, particularly in Japan.” 

“We've overlooked something,” com¬ 
mented Mr. Dodd. “American citizen¬ 
ship stands for something more than 
legal phrases. It stands for individual 
liberty all over the world. We’re 
doing something harmful to our 
country and what it stands for when 
we permit our servicemen to be 
placed imder the jurisdiction of for¬ 
eign courts.” 

At the end of the hearings some 
committee members indicated they 
wished more detailed information 
than has been heretofore supplied 
by governmental agencies. They de¬ 
manded detailed accounts of jail con¬ 
ditions, asking for the names of the 
inspectors making such reports. They 
also asked for reports from the so- 
called “official observers” who have 
been reportedly assigned to witness 
ithe trials of each individual case. 

The imminent adjournment of Con¬ 
gress has put a stop to the hearings 
and to the presentation of Mr. Bow’s 
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resolution on the floor of the House. 
However, Senator Welker has sent 
a similar bill to the Senate Foreign 
Relations committee asking for a 
hearing before that group, looking 
toward a possible revision of the 
Status of Forces Treaty. The battle 
will resume next January. 


REFUGEE REVISION BILL 
GOES DOWN THE DRAIN 

President Eisenhower's plan to 
liberalize the Refugee Relief Act in 
this session of Congress has seem¬ 
ingly gone down the drain, with each 
party blaming the other for inaction. 

Through a series of amendments, 
the White House had hoped to smooth 
the way for admission of more than 
200,000 aliens by the law's deadline 
of December 31, 1956. 

Sen. Watkins, sponsor of the orig¬ 
inal law, blamed the Democratic 
leadership of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee for failure to report the 
bill. 

Sen. Kilgore, the majority chair¬ 
man, complained that meetings which 
were scheduled failed to produce a 
quorum. 

The present Refugee Relief Act 
provides for the admission of 205,000 
aliens, 4,000 orphans, and for the 
adjustment of status of 5,000 aliens 
already in this country. 

A so-called compromise bill, based 
largely on Sen. Watkin’s proposals, 
but including some recommendations 
from Senators Lehman and Danger, 
would have boosted the total to 
224,000. 

This bill would have carried out 
the Administration plan to ease the 
definitions, permit the entry of 1,000 
aliens with tuberculosis—^for treat¬ 
ment here—and make other liberal¬ 
izations. Missing from it was the 
most disputed section, eliminating the 
need for a 2-year security background 
history of aliens. 

More liberal substitutes were also 
before the committee in several other 
bills. 

It is reported that Senators Her¬ 
man Welker and William Jenner were 
the most vocal opponents of any 
general liberalizations on grounds 
that such would cut back the Mc- 
Carran - Walter immigration prin¬ 
ciples. 


We print without comment the 
following letter sent to a Washing¬ 
ton newspaper on the foregoing sub¬ 
ject matter: 

Millions of Immigrants 

After many years of opposing fur¬ 
ther immigration, I have finally come 
around to the way of thinking of 
The Washington Post and Times 
Herald and Adlai Stevenson. I read 
that there are 600 million Chinese, 
and many millions of people in India, 
who are close to starvation or at 
least have a very low standard of 
living. 

It is my belief that we should 
admit all these people to the United 
States immediately, on the theory 
that if it is a good thing to admit 



NEW YbRK^(U.E)-The Presi¬ 
dent of the 

Amencari Legion 
Commander Seaborn P. Collins 
was “uninformed when he 
charged the organization is un¬ 
dermining the nation's security. 


^^saia, it IS too uttu 

at mi*. Collins did not bother 
to try to find out the purposes 
and activities of the Fund be¬ 
fore he attacked it.’* 

“The fund is dedicated to the 
principles of the Declaration of 
Independence and the Consti¬ 
tution.’* 

Collins in a warning from 
Washington to 3,000,000 Legfion 
Vnembers charged the fund is 
undermining the nation’s se¬ 
curity by attacking foes of 
Communism and by “trying to 
. propagandize Americans into 
believing that Communism 
never has been and is not now 
a threat to this country.” 

Collins also said the $15 mil¬ 
lion fund is attempting to make 
Americans believe ‘^sinister 
forces under the pretext of 
fighting Communism are the 
real danger and threaten the, I 


the opposite direction—toward 
elimination of restrictions on 
those who apparently seek to 
desCroy our freedoms,” Collins 
added. 

Seeking to clarify the rela¬ 
tionship of the Ford Founda¬ 
tion and the Fund for the Re¬ 
public. Hutchins said the Fund 


does not ask the Foundation to 
approve its policies, and the 
Foundation “has not sought to 
exert influence over the Fund. 

“'The relation of the Fund to 
the Foundation,” Hutchins said, 
“is the same as any other inde¬ 
pendent beneficiary of the 
Foundation.’* 


[ He warned all Legionaires to| 
[“avoid any identification with| 
activities sponsored by th^ 

is 

considered by the American Le¬ 
gion to be as dangerous as it is 
untrue,” Collins said. “But we 
]'ecognized that even such 
propaganda as that being dis¬ 
seminated by the Fund for the 
Republic can be sold to many 
./i^mericans when millions of dol¬ 
lars are behind the sales 'ef¬ 
fort.” 

The Ford Foundation, parent 
of the Fund, was investigated 
l£,st year by a House committee 
headed by Rep. Reece (R- 
Tenn.), during a probe of sev- 
eial tax-exempt foundations. 

The Committee report 
cl arged some of these organi¬ 
zations with “directly support- 
in;? usbversion.” 


Collins called Hutchins “pe¬ 
culiarly unsuited” to direct the 
fund. He said the former presi¬ 
dent Of the Uidversity of CW- 
cago evidently believes “the Su- 
ri3me Court; lawmakers and 
he FBI are evil men when they 
r o int olerant of Communists.** 

Hutchins at the helm, 
the Fund is tending in exactly 
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214,000 people, it is a much better 
thing to admit a billion people. Driv¬ 
ing around Washington one can see 
many places where hundreds of thou¬ 
sands of them can be housed. The 
Ellipse and even the White House 
grounds could be used for compact 
tenements which would take care of 
hundreds of families. By cutting down 
all the trees in Rock Creek Park it 
would be possible to house thousands 
more. Practically every backyard in 
the suburbs would hold a two-family 
house which would hduse 50 Chinese 
and a hundred Indians. 

i Adlai Stevenson recently pointed out 
that by restricting immigration wo 
were preventing the influx of needed 
talent and energy, and everyone will 
a^ee with him that although we have 


had immigration for 300 years, and 
although we have some of the sup¬ 
posedly flnest educational Institutions 
in the world, all of this civilization 
and culture has failed, and our future 
depends upon the 214,000 immigrants 
that President Eisenhower and Adlai 
advocate. They (the proposed immi¬ 
grants) have something that we have 
not been able to produce in 300 years, 
and no one has discovered it until 
Adlai pointed'it out in his discerning 
analysis. 

As the man who discovered that 
American civilization has been a total 
failure, Adlai is certainly deserving 
of the Presidency, and it Is too bad 
that millions of voters are not in¬ 
telligent enough to accept his view¬ 
point. ^ 


WHERE DID IT COME FROM? ^ ^ _ 

"^'"ThiTHduse'^XJn-Am'drican Activities Committee' has just reveatSdl that the 
children of the executed spies, Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, received $1,299 
from a total of $302,000 collected by communist-controlled groups who ex¬ 
ploited the Rosenberg case for their own private advantage. 

Four members of the “National Committee to Secure Justice in the Rosenberg 
Case” were forced by the committee to supply a breakdown of collections and 
expenses, and came up with the following Information: 


IhMMMMMM DEPARtMENT! | 

A Senate committee with jurisdlc-| 
|«tion over broadcasting is trying tof 
mget privately endowed foundation^ tor 

! do some research for it. | 

Senator Magnusson (Wash.), chair-f 
man of the Interstate and Foreign £ 
Commerce Committee, has spoken to® 
president off 
the ^FiM’^r^d'VR^p^ about! 
undertaking a study of free speech.© 
^en. Magnusson said committeel’ 
^ staff members had spoken to other® 
p foundations. ^ 

W ‘Tt;s an idea wo/ had,” said thegS 
p Senator.^ “This is so big and we^ 
phave so little staff and money, It*s® 
pa new concept-of Congressional in-'^ 
Fquiry. It surely, would be objective^ 
F and have some standing If this typeM 
I of people do it” , ^ 

y The chairman said there were many« 
oiX^which^-h e^.rommltt^^ 
C need^ help. Thes^include allocaU^ 
f of high frequencies, monopoly owner-3 
V ship of stations, multiple-ownership f 
^rj^^^pd^^litical^b^^ J 

The Commercial - I^xos, Danville, 
Illinois, says: 


EXPENSES 

liCgal, Organizational, Educational, Welfare, 

Legal Fees & Expenses*_ 

Legal Printing ____ 

Delegations to Wash. etc.—RR, buses, etc. ~ 

Printing of Literature* ♦_ 

Traveling & hotels for Staff, Committee 

members & additional personnel***_ 

Affairs—Randall's Isl # 1_ 

—Randall's Isl # 2_ _ 

Dinner Committee Advances_ 

Federal Admission Taxes _ 

Permits, etc._ 

Conferences & Organizational Expenses_ 

Advertising & Publicity**** ___ 

Speakers' Expenses—Fares, Hotels, etc._ 

Speakers' Equipment—Sound Trucks, etc, 

Postage & Freight for Literature, etc._ 

Press Clippings & Subs —---- 

Hall Rental----- 

Welfare Expenses—Rosenberg Children***** 

Welfare Expenses—Sobell Children_ 

Welfare Expenses—Prison Commissary_ 

Funeral Expenses___ 

Washington Office Expenses_ 

Telegram'^ Expenses _L___ 

Sundry Mlscell. Expenses- 

Total Legal, Organizational, Educational, 
Welfare, etc.. Expenses- 


Expenses 

-$ 29,541.44)^ 

- 11,323.39 f 

- 57,859.09 —17% 

- 71,815.23 -22% 

_ 20,142.32 - 6% 

- 7,588.92^ 

- 1,665.60 

-9,016.221 5% 

- 1,903.00 

-^- 195.30 

- 1,530.00< 

- 15,640.88 [ 

- 1,809.60 [ 

- 10,773.77^- 3% 

^- 656.65'! 

- 1,879.76 

- 1,299.15 

- 5,042.77 

- 490.001 12% 

- 2,494.18 

- 3,967.63 

- 4,322.53 

-- 930.83 


-$267,346.46 84% of 

expenditures 


* This audit cannot, of course, reflect the income and expenditures of the 
many local Committees throughout the country. It must be borne in 
mind, therefore, that the total amount of money given by the American, 
people is a multiple of the Income shown on the next page. Likewise, 
the expenditures for such items as delegations, printing, public meetings, 
advertising and publicity, postage and freight, telegrams, and funds for 
Michael and Robert Rosenberg are also In multiples of the figures 
reflected in this financial report. Percentages and asterisked notes have 
been added to the auditors report by the Committee to reflect in greater 
detail the generalized items under which they appear, 

** In addition to the printing of many thousands of form letters for mailing 
purposes, this expenditure made possible the printing and circulation of 
approximately 6 million leaflets and pamphlets and half a million 
petitions and postcards. 

*** All told, the Committee sent some 10 organizers out into the field at 
one time or another during its two-year campaign. Trips for organization 
and investigations ran from 3 days to 6 weeks, reaching himdreds of 
communities and covering many hundreds of thousands of miles. 

**** The Committee purchased directly about 250 separate ads for a total 
of about 40,000 lines. 


“What's sauce* for the goose is 
sauce for the gander.” This old folk 
saying is often quoted these days on 

Legislation is pending to tax co¬ 
operatives on same basis as corpora¬ 
tions. In nation-wide membership poll 
of National Federation of Independ¬ 
ent Business, 95 per cent endorsed 
H.R. 43, introduced by Rep. Noah 
Mason (R., Ill.), to tax cooperatives 
the same as corporations. 

For some time it has been recog¬ 
nized a vast volume of business done 
by cooperatives has been escaping 
taxes. 

Some experts' say taxation of co¬ 
operatives on same basis as com¬ 
peting companies would yield extra 
billion dollars. 

History of cooperatives is interest¬ 
ing. Many years before farm price 
supports, farm subsidies, other farm 
programs were dreamed about, spe¬ 
cial laws permitting establishment of 
cooperatives on a tax-free basis were 
enacted to help farmers. 

However, law was written on such 
broad scope door was opened for 
practically any type of business to 
be operated as a cooperative and thus 
escape taxes. With advent of high 
taxes, door became popular. 

An example Is wholesale field. 
While chain operations are blamed 
for demise of high percentage of 
wholesalers, wholesale cooperatives 
have probably been as responsible, or 
more so. 

If a retailer would prefer to buy 
through a cooperative rather than his 
old established wholesaler who ex¬ 
tended credit and performed other 
services, that is his privilege. But 
during past few years there is reason¬ 
able doubt cooperative membership 
would have been so attractive to 
many retailers if cooperatives had 
been required to pay same taxes as 
private wholesaler.^" 

Even despite tase^ advantages they 
are wholesale cooperatives which 















ha^e not paid members any! patron¬ 
age' refunds in cash, issuing stock 
certificates in lieu of cash not readily 
negotiable and ^us of doubtful value. 

At same time, many cooperatives 
have been pushing »to their members 
their own house brands competing 
with income tax paying 11 private 
manufacturers. i.li 

Thus once again Congress is faced 
with an economic injustice spawned 
by income tax. While outla^^ng in¬ 
come tax would be quick remedy, it 
is not to be expected such al drastic 
cure will ever be entertained. 
Therefore, it is felt only jiist that 
Congress prescribe all enterprises en¬ 
gaged in production and distribution 
of merchandise be equally subject to 
taxation. If such action is not taken, 
many observers fear'in years to come 
'practically all business will be cap¬ 
tured by cooperative system3 which 
in, many nations^ has, supvila nted Jr^,^ 

^ Speech of \'] 

HON. B. CARROLL REECE 
of Tennessee m , 

In The House of Representatives 
Thursday, July 21, 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, it is with considerable re¬ 
luctance that I make these remarks, 
but I feel compelled to do so. So 
many persons from all over the coun¬ 
try have written me about the be¬ 
havior of Dr. Robert M. Hutchins' 
giveaway program in behalf jof so- 
called civil rights that I must ^ make 
some kind of a public statement on 
the matter. fj 

Alas, what can you expect of such 
muddle-headed so-called liberals like 
Dr. Hutchins when you read his testi¬ 
mony before the Seditious Activities 
Investigation Committee of the i legis¬ 
lature of the state of Illinois, on 
-April 21, 1949, when, after being duly 
sworn, he testified in the inquiry con¬ 
ducted into the University of Chicago 
of which he was then chancellor, that 
it was not yet established that it was 
subversive to be a Communist and 
that the U. of Chicago had* ajjCom- 
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Question. You have an opinion or 
the Communist Party and its poten-^. 
tial menace throughout the world,^ 
haven't you? ^ 

Answer. Well,vl have some genera^ 
views, just as I suppose everyone ha^. 

Question. And I take it they ar^< 
not flattering to the Commimist 
Party? | 

Answer.; Oh, no. & 

Question. Do you consider that th^ 
Commimist Party in the United State^ 
comes within the scope of a cleaig 
and present danger? 

Answer. » L d on't think so. 


mimist club chartered on the campus 
with the approval of the imiversity; 
that Dr. Oscar Lange, a professor of 
the U. of Chicago who had renoimced 
his American citizenship to become 
Ambassador from Communist Poland 
to the United Nations, would be wel¬ 
comed back to the university if they 
had the money to pay his salary. 

Dr. Hutchins made the following 
answers to questions asked him be¬ 
fore the commission then sitting at 
Springfield: 

Question. The records which I shall 
present through other witnesses show, 
in summary, that some sixty-odd per¬ 
sons listed in the latest available di¬ 
rectory of the University of Chicago, 
as professors or professors emeritus, 
have been affiliated with 135 Com¬ 
munist-front organizations in 465 
separate affiliations. Is that not some- “ 
thing for which the university might 
^well’^be* alarmed?-^ —* 

Answer. I don't see why. 

Question. You don't think that is 
indicative of the fact that the uni¬ 
versity is allowing its prestige to be 
used in the Communist-front move¬ 
ment? 

Answer. I don't think so. 

Question. Then you are indifferent 
to that fact? 

Answer. Yould. you allow me to 
make a statement? 

Question. Certainly. 

Answer. I did not say that, but let 
us consider what the alternative is. 

Suppose now you have a Nobel Prize 
winner who joins an organization in 
which the Attorney General, at the 
moment, happens to disapprove of. 

Is it suggested that I am to interfere ^ ^ 

with his freedom of associations and M work involved m producing atomic 
speech? I hope not. m bombs,” the top American scientist 

Question. Then it is your view of said., He continued : 


RED CHINA COULD BUILD 
ATOMIC BOMB FROM DATA 
AT GENEVA, EXPERT SAYS 

Geneva, Aug. 12 — An American 
expert said today Red China could 
'buildr an-atomic-bomb-on^thc-basis^ 
of information made available this 
week at Geneva. 

The United States delegate to the 
Atomic-for-Peace Conference asked 
his name riot be xised. He said: “We 
are not supposed to talk about the 
war potentialities of atomic energy 
at this conference.” 

He declared that much detailed In- 
* formation concerning the fission proc¬ 
ess emerged in reports submitted to 
the conference and subsequent dis¬ 
cussions. 

It would i not be difficult, he said, 
for nucleari scientists in almost any 
country to ; determine from the re¬ 
ports and talks the method for pro¬ 
ducing nuclear energy for explosive 
as well as peaceful purposes. ' 

“The problem would be the great 


the Communist Party that it repre¬ 
sents a fallacy? 

Answer. I am not a coimsel for 
the Communist Party or any of the 
committees. 

Question. But you are somewhat of 
a student of world affairs, aren't you? 

Answer. I am a student of those j 
subjects on which I speak. 



“It is questionable whether small 
nations could do it, but it's certainly 
conceivable jthat nations like India 
or China could on the basis of in¬ 
formation made' available this week. 

“Both of those countries have nu¬ 
clear scientists. With their vast re¬ 
sources and manpower, they could 
use human labor for some things we 
^do^vyith-machinery^ 
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‘Grave Abuses’ of 
Operation Hit 

BY WALTER TROIIAN 

l%hlt>t« IiUtei* Pm» Smite) 

Washington, Dec. 19—In a 
roaring blaze of verbal con* 
Iroversy, the special house 
committee that .Investigated 
tax-exempt foundations tonight 
returned a 432 page report on 
the operations of educational 
and philanthropic organize* 
tions. 

In 416 pages, the majority of 
the five-member committee 
found in Its year’s inquiry 
“grave.abuses” in the admin¬ 
istration of multi-billion dollar 
tax exempt funds. 

_ The ma jor ity called upon th e' 
great foundations to “clean 
house ” lest Congress be forced 
to act. The majority did not 
favor any “ unnecessary exten¬ 
sion of federal jurisdiction ” to 
curb abuses. 

Grave Abuses Listed 

The grave abuses, the major¬ 
ity said,^are that foundations 
have been formed “to per¬ 
petuate family control of an 
e n t e r p r i s e; the compelling 
motivation of creation is tax 
planning rather than public 
good; the power exerted by 
foundations contains elements 
of thought-control; a marked 
tendency to favor political opin¬ 
ions of the left, and the crea¬ 
tion of a professional class of 
administrators of billions of 
dollars of foundation funds.” 

(Continued on Pa^e 3 ) 
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' I 'REMENDOUS CONTROVERSY has been stirred over an investigation 

I into “educational and philanthropic Foundations” recently conducted 

-B- by a House Committee headed by Congressman B. Carroll Reece (Tehn.) 

- hereinafter referred to as the- Reece Committee. 

—JUilYESTlGATIOtN jwas -author! z ed-bv-Cohgress^ n -Iul.v-P.7.IlBJi3 jljThe- 
purpose was to - ' i 

determine if any foundations and organizations are using their resources for \ 

purposes other tnan the purposes for which they were <»tablislied, and especially \ 

'to determine wliich such foundations and organizations are using their resources ' 

for un-American and subversive activities; for political purposes; propaganda, or 
attempts to influence legislation. 

The House resolution provided that the Committee should file a .report on 
its findings by .January 3,1955. Accordingly the Committee filed.a “inajority 
repbrt” on December 16, 1954 -and this was followed immediately by a vigor¬ 
ously protesting “minority report” signed by Congressman Wayne L...Hays 
(Ohio) and his Democratic colleague on the committee, Gracie Pfo^t of Idaho. 
(These reports are available in a 432-page Government printed book. It is 
titled “Tax-Exempt Foundations,’’ House Report. No. 2681'. Write Government 
Printing Office, Washington,, D.C.) 

NO congressional! committee has, -perhaps, ever tried to function under 
more difficult circumstances. From the time it began its hearings the proce¬ 
dure was harassed by the crippling technique adopted by Congressman Hays. 
Whether this was part of the picture at the time the Committee members 
were appointed is, of course, not known - but it is a fact that there were 
early predictions by some of those on the inside that much of the imposed 
arrangenient foreshadowed a curtailed investigation. 

CONGRESSMAN REECE, however, under the most trying circumstances 
made a valiant effort to bring to the investigation certain fundamental ques¬ 
tions that are asked continuously and widely regarding the uses to which vast 
millions of dollars (exempt from Federal income taxation) are being put by the 
■^smaLll^Sna^s5l^trgroup's^thaFHave^ab'§ollitS^control~over^he'spending%policies- 
of these Foundations. While most Foundations are set up under State law, 
this investigation was initiated by the'’Congress (as others previously have 
been) on the assumption that the Federal government has a growing respon¬ 
sibility in the matter - through the tax exemption the Foundations enjoy. 

THESE FOUNDATIONS, rather naturally, do not wish to be investigated. 
They apparently want to make grants of the money they control to whomever 
and for whatever purpose they please. This has stimulated growing public 
concern - and increasing public belief that many of the causes which are 
Foundation financed are slanted in the direction of encouraging socialism 
and that before this gets out of hand through the rapid increase of big Foun¬ 
dations there should be better control through legislation. Consequently 
this recent investigation was conducted by a properly established Congres¬ 
sional committee in an effort to discover whether such legislation is needed 

- and if so, what form it should take. 

I' ' 

ON THE FOLLOWING pages are reproduced some of the newspajper re¬ 
ports and comments that have appeared on the Reece Committee inquiry and 
its report. There is, however, a highly important matter of public inquiry 
concerning the future effect of Foundation growth upon the free enterprise 
structure that has not been adequately discussed. This particular problem 
can, perhaps, best be illustrated arid examined by using the Ford Foundation 
as a case study.. 










THE FORD FOUNDATION was incorporated in Michigan 
January 15, 1936 with a grant of $25,000 from Edsel Ford. 
The Articles of Incorporation described its purposes 
as follows: 

To receive and administer funds for scientific, educational, 
and charitable purposes, all for the public welfare, and for 
no other purposes, and to that end to take and hold, by be¬ 
quest, devise, gift, purchase, or lease, either absolutely or 
in trust for such objects and purposes or any of them, any 
property, real, personal, or mixed, without limitation as to 
amount or value, except such limitations, if any, as may be 
imposed by law; to sell, convey, and dispose of any such 
property and to invest and re-in^e6t the principal thereof, 
and to deal with and expend the income therefrom for any of 
the before mentioned purposes, without limitation, except 
such limitations, if any, as may be contained in the instru¬ 
ment under which such property is received; to receive 
any property, real, personal, or mixed, in trust, under the 
terms of any will, deed of trust, or other trust instrument 
for the foregoing purposes or any of them (but for no other 
purposes), and in administering the same to carry out the 
directions and exercise the powers contained in the trust 
instrument under which the property is received, including 
the expenditure of the principal, as well as the income, for 
one or more of such purposes, if authorized or directed 
in the trust instrument under which it is received; to re¬ 
ceive, take title to, hold, and use the proceeds and income 
ul stocks, bonds, obligations, or other securities of any 
corporation or corporations, domestic or foreign, but only 
for the foregoing purposes, or some of them; and, in gen¬ 
eral, to exercise any, all, and every power for which a non¬ 
profit corporation known as a Foundation, organized under 
the provisions of the Michigan General Corporation Act 
for scientific, educational, and charitable purposes, all 
for the public welfare, can be authorized to exercise, but 
not any other power. No part of the activities of this cor¬ 
poration shall be the carrying on of propaganda or other¬ 
wise attempting to influence legislation. 

FURTHER to describe the financial and organizational 
structure of the Ford Foundation the following quotations 
are reproduced from the 942-page report of the ^‘hear¬ 
ings” on Tax-exempt Foundations as conducted by the 
Reece Committee - and which information was in turn 
taken from The Corporate Director (April, 1954) published 
by The American Institute of Management. 

Tadle 3. —Highlights iti the groucth of the Ford Foundation 


Total atBCtn 

Year : {thouBanda of dollars) 

1936_ * 25 

3943_ * 30, 500 

1950_*510,972 

1952-*518,422 


' Incorporated In Michigan, Jan. 15, 1936, on a grant from Edael Ford. 

•Outright grants from the Ford family and the Ford Motor Co. since 1936. Edsel Ford 
died in 1943. Fart of his estate was eventually bequeathed to the foundation. 

> The greater part of these assets consisted of 3,089,908 shares of class A nonvoting com¬ 
mon stock of Ford Motor Co. carried at $135 per share; valuation fixed for estate tax 
purposes In settlement of the late Henry Ford’s estate. 

Sources : Business Week, Oct, 7, 1950. The Ford Foundation Annual Reports, 1960 and 
1952. 

The Ford Motor Car Co. was owned by Henry Ford, the First, at the time of. 
Ills death on April 7,1947. The taxable value of the company at the time was so 
irreat public sale would have resulted had not a tax-exempt foundation been 
formed to receive the stock of the company tax free. 

The Fords made the foundation the residuary legatee for their estates. Their 
heirs were named to receive specific bequests. Deducted from the amounts 
willed to the Ford Foundation were* the estate taxes owed to the Government by 
the Ford heirs as a result of their ‘ egacies. Therefore, though the foundation’s 
bequest was not taxable, the money it actually received was reduced by the taxes 
on the other part of the estate. 

The purpose of the Ford Foundation is simply stated in its charter: “to receive 
and administer funds for scientific, educational, and charitable purposes, all for 
the public welfare.” So now, most of whatever dividends are paid by Ford go 
to the Ford Foundation and, regardle.ss of the doubts that many informed individ¬ 
uals have as to the wisdom of this foundation’s disbursements, the fact is that 
control of the Ford Co. remains in the hands of the Ford family. Total out¬ 
standing stock of the Ford Motor Co. is 3,452,900 shares. Of this, the Ford 
Foundation holds 3,089,908 shares of class A nonvoting stock. The remaining 
10.5 percent, or .362,992 shares, is rwned by the Ford family. Their holdings 
include all 172,645 shares of voting stock. 


Table 4. —Directors of Ford Motor Co. 


Name 

Outside 

I Inside 



President—Ford Motor Co. 

Vice president, Lincoln-Mercury 
Division. 

Vice president. 

Do. 

Executive vice president. Ford 
Motor Co. 

Vice president and general counsel. 
Vice president, Industrial relations.. 
Vice president, manufacturing 
(Ford Division). 

Vice president, manufacturing. 

Vice president, finance. 

Vice president, purchasing, 

1 



William C. Ford. 

. 

J. R, Davis-. 


Ernest R, Brooch... 


Wnilam T. Gossett. 


John S. Bugas.. 


L. D. Crusoe. 


D. S. Harder..: 


T, 0. Yntema.. 


Irvine A. Duffy.. 


Harold T. Youneren. 

Donald K. David. 

James B. Webber, .Ir. 

Director of Ford Motor Co. 

Dean, Harvard Graduate School 
of Buslne.ss Administration. 

Vico president, general manager 
and director of the J. L. Hudson 
Co, Department Store. 


^ABLE 5.— Trustees of the Foi'd Foundation 


* 

Name 

Outside 

Inside 



President, Ford Motor Co, 


Chairman, Pacific National Bank 


of San Francisco, 

President, Minneapolis Star & 
Tribune Co. 

Chairman, Standard Oil Co. of 
Jfew Jersey. 




Jamps F., WAhhpr, It 

.Mso. member of board of directors^ 

Donald IT. David . .. 


Ford Motor Co. 

Do. • „ 

Charles E. Wilson. 

Chairman of executive committee, 


Rpn^n Ford 

W. R. Grace & Co. 

Vice president. Ford Motor Co. 

Charles E, Wyiansfci, Jr. 

Judge, United States District 
Court, Boston, Mass. 




1 Chairman of the trustees. 

* President and director, the Ford Foundation. 


How else could one explain Henry H being president and his two brothers 
being vice presidents? Whether or not the Ford Motor Co. makes a profit or paya 
any dividends in any one year is of scant consequence, either to the company 
itself or the Ford family. Neither their salaries nor their positions are affected. 

No other automobile manufacturer is in a position to ignore stability of 
earnings or continuity of dividend payments. If General Motors or Chrysler 
earned no money and paid no dividends this year, management beads would roll,. 
«.nd equity credit would be seriously impaired. Ford could report no earnings 
and declare no dividends, and the public would not even know of U. All the public 
would know is that Ford car was top car on the production sheets and in the 
dealers’ hands, regardless of the economic disaster of overproduction that could 
result 

The AIM has given much study to this problem, and has decided to pass on 
to its members, and all those concerned with business theory, the benefit of its 
findings. It is our belief that in this case, and in many oUiers, 'Federal legis¬ 
lation is needed that will prohibit any charitable foundation, pension fund, or 
Union, from owning more than 10 percent of any business enterprise. If noth¬ 
ing else, the Federal authorities should not allow tax exemption on income 
from more than lO^percent ownership of any business corporation. Otherwise, 
the public has no voice in the company, and the profit motive cannot survive 
due to the great advantage enjoyed by companies that can offer unfair competi¬ 
tion through lack «f need for equity credit This necessary legislation can also 
prevent families from entrenching themselves without due regard to their 
ability. 

Both these problems are serious, whether the business be large or small, if we 
are to remain a nation of competent businessmen. 

THIS IS NOT presented here as a reflection on anyone 
or any organization. The purpose is to picturize a situa- 
tion - and a trend - for serious study and consideration as 
^ the effect this development may have on the Amer¬ 
ican private enterprise structure as we have known it. 
Edsel Ford and his father, Henry, were confronted with 
a serious problem of how to preserve (after their deaths) 
a huge business - an obligation imposed upon them by con¬ 
fiscatory death or inheritance taxes. The 1941 Federal 
Income Tax law set a range of estate taxes starting from 
three percent on the first $5,000 (after an exemption of 
$40,000) and increasing proportionately to 70 percent on 
estates of more than ten millions. By that time there 
were thousands of industries and other types of property 
worth more than ten millions. Confiscation by taxation 
has grown steadily worse as the insatiable income tax 
device has been used by the “liberals” for the social 
purpose of redistributing wealth, 

EDSEL FORD died in 1943 and Henry (who started the 
business in a small one room shop) died in 1947. It was 
apparent that the only way to keep the business as family 
property was by establishing a tax-exempt Foundation 
to which would be transferred a large block of comp^^.*^ 
stock - thereby avoiding the destructive death tax. 

THE PLAN FOLLOWED was to transfer to the Ford 
Foundation non-voting stock representing 90 per cent of 
the value of the Ford Company-with the Ford family 
heirs retaining ten percent which would be voting stock. 
This meant that the Company (the business) lost no work¬ 
ing capital - and did not need to go into the open market 
for capital to settle with the Government - and left 100 
percent of the voting capital in family hands. Most people 
will be sympathetic with any honest method which will 
avoid Government confiscation through taxation. But this 
method, regardless of honest intentions, brings up ques¬ 
tions that will have to be faced - or radical changes in 
the “American way” will follow. 

THE FORD Foundation experiment was introduced when 
the New Deal reformers were in their glory. Mr, Ford 
had long entertained certain ideas of traditionalism that 
were anathema to the “new social order” brigade. Many 
people at the time expected the New Dealers violently 
to object and resist this method of preserving the Ford 
empire. However, that resistance did not take form*-and 
there were some who believed that, upon consideration, 
the liberal reformers decided that with the way Founda¬ 
tions were serving the cause it might be well to encourage 
this particular kind of change. The Foundation field has 

































The People’s Fonitti 


Letters Intended tor the Forum ifiust be signed amd bear the writers full name and ad- 
dress, wdiich will be printed except when some oilier lorm ol signatura Is requested. Letters 
ecceeding 200 words are subject .to condensation. 

\ 

GREAT BOOKS HELPFUL 
Editor The News — September 
means school time to thousands of 
youngsters—another year of learn¬ 
ing and fun to look forward to. 

Don't we adults somewhat envy 
our children this opportunity to 
learn? Now that we are out of 
school, we can see the value of 
learning many things that seemed 
senseless when we were in school. 

Do you have that hidden desire 
to learn, to increas,e your under¬ 
standing of yourself'and the world 
of ideas around you? I think you 
might find this learning opportimity 
in the Great Books Discussion 
Group, ''Great books!" ^ you say. 
"Let's not go overboard! That's 
highbrow stuff that no ordinary 
person can understand." 

So I thought when I first heard 
of of Great Books. But it really 
wasn't quite as bad as my mind 
made it out to be. After three years 
in the program I can make these 
modest statements: 

1. I found it possible to read and 
understand the writings of the "in- 
comprehensibles" — Aristotle, Plato 
and Rousseau. 

2. These authors actually wrote 
their ideas about things I had 
thought about. 

3. It was fun to talk these ideas 
over with somebody else who had 
read the same book. 

That, in brief, is what the Great 
Books Discussion Group can do for 
any person who is willing to give it 
a try. This year’s group will hold 
its first meeting in early Septem¬ 
ber, If you like to read and like to 
talk or would like to learn to do 
both, why not try it out? There is 
no cost Involved except your will¬ 
ingness to come. i 

■Robert CornellJf 

1221 Gratiot. | 1 


Plans Set 

Great Books discussion ses¬ 
sions will begin their third year ' 
in Saginaw at 8 p.m. Friday at 
Butman-Fish Library. 

Registration for the course 
will begin Wednesday at both 
Butman-Fish and Li¬ 

braries and will contjgjfi ^fflilj L 

KErsi Robert Cornell, discussion! 

V- ^ * A. 

Great Books Foundation 
was organized eight years ago 
in Chicago to stimulate' the 
reading of classical literature. 

It is sponsored by the Ford 
Foundation which pays most 
expenses. ^ 

The Saginaw group will meet 
the first and third Fridays of 
each month after September. 
There , is no tuition nor age re¬ 
quirement. Participants may 
borrow the books from the 
library or purchase paper- 
boimd editions from the Ford 
Foundation. There are group 
discussions — no lectures or 
book reviews. 

Reading assignments for the 
coming year Include selections 
from Aristotle, Plato, St. 
Thomas Aquinas, Calvin and 
Freud. The first reading to be 
discussed Friday will be the 
Book of Job from the Bible. 
Most selections require two to 
five hours reading, according to 
the Cornells. 

About 15 persons can be ac¬ 
commodated in the Saginaw 
group. ^ 

Mr. and Mrs, Cornell have 
led the group since they or¬ 
ganized It here in cooperation 
with the public libraries. Cor¬ 
nell holds a master of science 
degree from Michigan State 
College and is a social worker 
at the Saginaw County Hos¬ 
pital. Mrs, Cornell is a gradu¬ 
ate of Purdue University. 
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ty^:festablished quite 'a record for financing “liberal” causes 
*'’^-'and the record is quite clear (particularly after the 
furor raised about the Cox and the Reece Committee in¬ 
vestigations) that our “great liberals” are the militant 
' guardians and proponents of the Foundation system. 



Y own fc« 




IF THE FORD type Foundation is legal'(no court tests 
have been attempted) and here to stay as an established 
and accepted pattern of the future (which seems to be the 
case) - then we will assume that it will be only a matter 
of time until BILLIONS of dollars of live corporation 
capital will be assigned to tax-free'Foundations which 
in turn will be tied to the businesses that support them 
something like a houseboat tethered to a tug. This is 
a Siamese-twin arrangement - two inseparable entities 
-yet posing as independent of each other. 

THIS'CREATES TWO unusual situations. (1) The. busi¬ 
ness itself is, by this Foundation device, placed in an 
advantageous operating position over its all-stockholder 
competitors - if it should care to use it. A‘company that 
has most of its stock (or capitalization) “in grant” to a 
Foundation can pay substantial salaries and income to 
its-minority (family-control)-stockholders and.not have 
> to, worr y, a bout div ide nds to holders of the la rge st part of 
“llie'capitalization.~If a company whose capitalization is 
all in stockholder hands should not produce satisfactory 
dividends, the management would soon be replaced. 
This would not be the casejn a Ford-styled operation. 
(2) The^e is the further unusual situation when a Founda¬ 
tion is capitalized with a grant of stock (instead of actual 
money) and is made dependent upon the year to' ye%r in¬ 
come of a certain operating business, yet where the larg¬ 
est part of the profit is spent for social causes by social 
planners. Imagine what this could lead to in a few gener¬ 
ations with more and more businesses leaning on self- 
created Foundations pouring millions into such liberal- 
gaited projects as the Commission on Social Studies 
(1929-33), Progressive Education Association, Foreign 
Policy Association, American Friends Service Committee, 
Institute of Pacific Relations and many others that have ' 
tapped the large Foundations. 

f^HE FORD FOUNDATION has come in for wide criti¬ 
cism because of some of the people connected with it- and 
for some of the projects it has financed. Its ramifica¬ 
tions are becoming so extensive and involved, with the 
[vast sums (around $30,000,000 a year) it has to spend, 
i that it is difficult for the public to know of its far reach- 
; ing activities. It is a Foundation that in turn begets its 


shows how 
this “adult" iiel( 
should so desire. 
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THE REECE COMMITTEE paij . MR. .»IRS: Orville V. 
good services that have been fi Vaughan,jo f 

Foundations - as well as --—j 

We must not let the good blindlTiCiMaaM-iq ui^ sdno.iS ■ j 
Foundations by their increasing] 
cumulations, of .money to spendlj -aa am 
=— them-in-the-field-of-sociaLac*ilf015SB?SStir*t;c’J?u9mAtrasSrfr.re^ 
develop concern and alarm.on a wide scale, then surely^ 
it is the right and duty of Congress^ to examine the pro-V 
priety of giving tax immunity without at the same time \ 
imposing proper' restraints. \ 

CORRESPONDING' with this obligation Congress also 
has the duty to see that income and inheritance taxes 
are not levied to the point of forcing people to resort to 
Foundations as a’ means of protecting life accumulations. 

It may be that Congress would find th'at high death taxes 
have reached the point where they are now defeating 
their purpose whether that be to “redistribute” wealth 
or to get more money for the Government. Not only that 
- but it could be that high income and inheritance taxes 
are helping to create a Frankenstein where there will 
eventually be so much Foundation money in the hands of 
a bureaucracy of planners and spenders that the whole 
pattern of American life will be changed before we real¬ 
ize the source of the pressure and influence. 

e agat?® 

RY FACT that there is so much opposition from ^ 
" quarters to any investigation of the tax-free a 
>ns seems almost within itself to point to a dan- | 
o command Congress to continue investigating m 
re of the Foundation behemot h. ^ „ 





tlnuod from 

The .majority found that 
while foundations have ren¬ 
dered many “ magnificent serv¬ 
ices ” they have gathered great 
power to influence the govern¬ 
ment, the press and radio so 
that it has been extremely dif¬ 
ficult to get objective criticism 
of foundations practices. 

The members of the majority 
urged continuing study of foun¬ 
dations for three to seven years 
'to guard against dangers. 

Minority Report Violent 

In an 11 page minority re¬ 
port, two members attacked 
the majority findings in strong 
and, at times, violent language; 
The minority stated they not 
only did not agree with the 
majority findings, but added 
thev earnestly believed the re- 


Pa^e J 

port should never have been 
published. 

The minority held the foun¬ 
dations are above reproach in 
their operations and should not 
be subject to investigation. The 
rights of foundations, the mi¬ 
nority asserted, are guaranteed 
by the Constitution and the 
government should not dictate 
directly or indirectly what the 
officers of such foundations 
should think or believe or how 
^ they shall exercise their trust 
responsibilities. 

The minority report blasted 
the committee staff as operat¬ 
ing under a cloud of fear, being 
manipulated by persons who 
would use “ the deadly evil of 
fear for their own purpose, 
purposes which would in their 
realization destroy American 


constitutional liberty.^’ The mi¬ 
nority did not identify any -of 
the group allegedly manipulat¬ 
ing the committee staff., 

* 

Slugs Back at Minority 
The minority said the com¬ 
mittee. staff is representative 
of- “a small and unhealthy 
minority in the-nation” .which 
would “ brancj as conspiratorial 
and un-American citizens any 
organizations which .support 
the great, liberal'.tradition of 
our society, ihcludingN such 
well known persons as Edward 
R. Murrow, Paul IJoffman, 

‘ Sen. Elect Clifford Case of 
New "Jersey and Sen. Douglas 
.of lllin^ois, apd suph highly 
respected organizations as the 
NaUonal Council of Churches, 
the Parent-Teachers associa¬ 
tion, the National Education 
/association, the Anti-Defama- ' 


tion league, and some of the 
most prominent newspapers 
and publishers in the land.” 

The minority in turn, came 
under attack in some pointed 
language by Chairman Reece 
[R., Tenn.], who charged that 
members of the minority as¬ 
sumed “an attitude of aggres¬ 
sive suspicion ” and made clear 
from the beginning their in¬ 
tention to frustrate the inves¬ 
tigation to the limit . . and 

to attempb-wholly to ‘white¬ 
wash* the foundations.” 

The majority, in addition to. 
Reece, included Representa¬ 
tives Wolcott [R., Mich,] and 
Goodwin [R.,.Mass.J. Goodwin 
is planning to write a supple¬ 
mental statement, which did 
not reach the committee in 
time for inclusion in the re¬ 
port The minority charged 
.this statement might transform 








the report into a minority re¬ 
port rather than a majority re¬ 
port should Goodwin^be criti¬ 
cal of his colleagues. There 
was no. indication ithat, Good¬ 
win would break witli Kis'Re¬ 
publican colleagues. 

' 'Althp Goodwin, who was de- 
featedj in the November con¬ 
gressional elections, signed the 
original committee report, he 
reportedly is looking for a fed¬ 
eral job arid accordingly jsiaid 
to be [attempting to disassoci- 
ate himself from the committee 
majority. CoTrunittce. sources 
said Gj^odwin went to.thc'gpv- 
ernment printing office and 
attempted to delay publication 
of the^report until he could in¬ 
sert his views but was unst;?- 
cessful because the report kh 
ready was being printed. Since 
then,, he has indicated be will 
file a supplemental report., 
„^npctcd to Be Storm. Center 

The 'minority- report v/as the 
work of Representatives Hays 
[D. 0.] and Pfost (D.. Idaho]. 
Hays had punctuated the com¬ 
mittee hearings with attacks 
on Reece. He sharply attacked 
witnesses who voiced any criti- 
cisni of the foundations. 

Investigation of foundations 
was begun in the previous 
Democratic Congress by the. 
late Rep. Cox [D., Ga.]. Many 
Democrats" as well as Repub¬ 
licans’voted for the‘investiga- 
tion. ;; There were Democratic 
and Republican votes against 
the investigiition. 

The committee found that 
foundations, controling about 
7.5 Million dollars with an 
income of approximately 
675 million dollars a year, have 
become “ a force in our society 
secorid only^to that of the gov¬ 
ernment itself.” 


* Wile J‘4 nmy^> 
services” hay^been rendered 
in the' fields of science, riiedi- 
cine, jj^and public health, the 
committee majority said inves¬ 
tigation disclosed disturbing 
evidence, that' major* founda¬ 
tions hpe combined their pow¬ 
er and'influence in a “highly 
undesirable ” concentration. 

Foundations' have engaged 
in the conscious promotion of 
leftist political concepts, the 
majplrity report said, and have 
propagandized to promote 
“worM government” arid, a 
generally leftist approach to 
international problems. 

The minority'^ ridiculed this 
.phase] of the majority report. 
The’majority devoted a lengthy 
section of its report to alleged 
coniiriunist infiltration of such 
foundations as the Institute of 
Pacific Relations. 

The majority report, found 
the impact upon society in the 
“combine” of certain great 
foundations, thru interlocking 
directorates in the foundations 
themselves and in the financial 
' arid business world, has been 
that of “ an intellectual cartel.” 

|| Perpetuate Control 

The.majority contended the 
domination by any group of 
research' and the consequent 
molding of public^ opinion 
contains a great risk. Such 
power can become ‘‘a bulwark 
against freedom of inquiry and 
freedom of instruction,” the 
majority report said.. 

The committee found the 
musliroom growth of founda¬ 
tions'[has been promoted by 
high (income and inheritance 
taxeslf Income from founda¬ 
tions [is exempt from' the fed- 


evil income taxes and contri¬ 
butions to foundations are free 
of gift and* estate taxes. 

Foundations also are created 
to maintain and perpetuate 
family ontrol of large enter¬ 
prises, the report said. As a 
caseJn point, the majority re¬ 
port cited the Reid Founda¬ 
tion, ^which, the report indi¬ 
cated, was created to retain 
control of the New York 
Herald Tribune. 

The report expressed “ grave 
doubt” regarding the basis of 
the tax-exempt nature of this 
foundation. The majority re¬ 
port recommended internal 
revenue service investigation 
of the Reid Foundation 

The committee urged a con¬ 
tinued study of three to seven 
years of the entire problem of 
foundations in view of the “ evi¬ 
dence of very grave abuses.” 

Reduces Estate Tax 

The Ford foundation was 
mentioned as one representing 
the desire of the proprietor of 
a large and substantial enter¬ 
prise to have it continued after 
his death in the hands of his 
family. In such cases the re¬ 
port observed^ the proprietor 
transfers enough of his owner¬ 
ship to a foundation to reduce 
the estate tax to a point where 
liquid assets are sufficient to 
meet death taxes and where 
the ownership of the enter¬ 
prise can be controled thru a 
foundation. 

The majority examined the 
Eugene and Agnes E. Meyer 
foundation, which was set up 
to provide an orderly and con¬ 
sistent rnethqd of making con¬ 
tributions to chosen charitable 
and educational institutions. 
.No criticism was made of this 
legitimate use of foundations. 




■ 

However, the majorityrre-t^ 
'port expressed some concern 
' about the close relationship of 
fthis foundation and the Wash¬ 
ington Post company, which 
: operates a Washington news- - 

.paper and a radio and tele- 
vision station. The assets of ! 

the foundation are approxi- | 

mately^7.8 million dollar^ of ' 

f which 1.6 million is in securi- 
dles and the balance of 6.2 mit i 

ilions apparently represents 
jthe value of 153,750 shares of 
class B nonvoting stock in the 
Washington*Post Company. The 
total of nonvoting stock in the 
paper is 186,750 shares. 

There are 12.24 shares of 
voting stock in the Washing- 
Iton Post company. None of 
! [these shares is owned by the 
i foundation. The greater por- 
ition of these shares, according 
{to the report, is controled by 
{Mr. and Mrs. Meyer, who cova^ 

; stitute the foundation. 

* In view of this intimate re- 
5lationship, the intensely criti- 
I cal attitude of the Washington 
jPost and Times-Herald toward 
ithe work of this committee 
.appears to be something in 
the nature of a defense mech¬ 
anism, rather than an unbiased 
^reporting of facts by a news- 
'paper,” the committee major¬ 
ity asserted. 

“Again, this is a subject 
(which warrants further study 

to insure that the press will 
i.be free of undue influence by 
:any group with an axe to 
i grind, whether such groups are 
lax exempt or other types of 
corporate organizations.” 


Vol. 20. 1954 No. 303 





WE HAVE REPRODUCED here, along with our Bulletin 
report, one of the most thorough newspaper accounts of 
the Reece Committee investigation that we have seen. 
For his tireless and thankless effor'ts as Chairman of the 
committee. Congressman Reece Has been subjected to 
torrential invective from the liberal-left press, com¬ 
mentators and spokesmen for some of the. Foundations. 
Mr. Reece was doubly hated by thei.“liberal” cuitists be¬ 
cause he has dared to warn the American public on other 
matters that nettled their tender.spots. In an article in 
the National Republic in August hejdescribed “How Alger 
Hiss Set Up the U.N.” and in another issue of the same 
magazine he wrote about “The Communist Technique.” 

p' 

IT HAS BECOME dangerous'lto oppose anything left- 
of-center in America. Recently ajDetroit paper quoted 
Bishop Oxnam in one of his regular tirades against the 
House Committee on Un-American Activities. The Bishop 
is bitter because it was at a hearing of this Committee 
that his own record of Communist^fronting was exposed 
(by his own admissions) to an astonished nation. Senator 
McCarthy’s particular knack for dramatizing the facts 
as to how Communists have penetrated Government and 
industry caused him to be hit by a 'ton of brickbats. His 


successor. Senator John L. McClellan (Ark.) felt the Com¬ 
munist lash before he even started hearings. The Com¬ 
munist Sunday Worker (1/9/55) hit at him with a story 
headed - “Demo Takes Over McC Attack on Unionism” 
because at McCarthy’s last committee session Senator 
McClellan had asked a certain Red unionist whether or 
not he was a Communist. The man who is a functionary 
of the Red-controlled “UE” union refused to answer. The 
Communist paper at once began to find the range on Sen- 
' ator McCleilan with its smear guns. 

THERE IS NO intention here ito link the Foundations with 
Communism - although certain Foundations have been 
established for the sole purpose of financing Communist 
organizations. But it is not put of order to point out the 
interesting fact that the same general newspapers and 
commentators who went after McCarthy also opened their 
guns on Reece. Something has grown up in this country 
during the last twenty years or so that we may properly 
call a “Left-Coalition.” One of,these days, unless we 
perish in confusion, we will need to find out where “lib¬ 
eralism” leaves off-and where the different brands of 
socialism begin. No one seems to know—and this is 
rapidly becoming America’s No. 1 PROBLEM. 
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WD£Xjp0.^ 


September 26, .1955 

'i>'/j ^ YY /iS 

:Zc/,lh 0.(tlA] 

Mrs. LloydA/SutliK ' 

1473 Wasoa l^oad ^ 

Saginaw, m S., INFORMATIOff CONTA^ 

Oea. Mia. Sutlia: Slba 

Your letter of September 16, 1955, 
with enclosures, has been received, I would like 
to thank you for your, courtesy in bringing this 
mate:^al to my attention and for giving mo the 
benefit of your observations,. 


Sincerely yours. 


John Edgar Hoover 
^ / ‘ Director 




bison _ 
oardmao, 
Jchols ^ 
klmont ^ 
V>ol^ 


KOTE: Euclosu^res consisted of clippings from various 
magazines and new^apers and are of nofinterest to the 
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RGEi^bs^ 
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Tfae^ttornby General 


SeptembeaT;??,, 195S 


pixeciov. 4?BI 
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r u^i3 ;f0r ^hb ^BPiraiac ^ X >> c» 


^ i 

I thougtit you would be interested in An item. whlcK appeared 
on the United Presjijickeir on.the evening oi September ^6, 1955, to the 
effect that Harry ^T^^hmorer'ljxecutivo Hditor^^Arlc^sas Gassettei*^ 

-j^fttle R J^hancag,: had announced that' hb^vaa ta^g^leav^ of absence 
to early October to become a pereonal ae.aietaht to Adlai H5&tevenBoa?%he 
United Prose ticker >quctedAshmore af haytog etated that Stevenson had ashed 
him to ^‘assist in developing the issues fbr the 1956r election, As ^tular head 
of the party, the Governor totends to take an active J?art to the campaign 
whatever his personal role psay be. 

t 

Vou y/lil no doubt rcCaU that iWr* Ashmore is. A merober of 
the Board o£ Director 0 tho ,25%ind for tho 4j(apuhXicy yoix vtilX fa)ether, 

recall that bir. \7,. H« Ferry If the Vice president of the Fund, having 
one time served.as Publicity Birector for the Congress of industrial 
Organizations—Political Action Committee. 

ALL IMF . GRMAT 10 W CONTAlNEi )^^ 


cc: Jdr, WiUiatnF, Tompkins 
Assistant Attorney -General 


cc: blr. Boardirian 
cc:. Mr. Belmont 
JLBN:arm 

(9) 0«.yvv 


i 


indexed ■ 87 


71 ('/ ■/ 


cc: Mr. jonOs 
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STANOAIID form NO. 64 



TO 


FROM 


6 


MR. A. H. BELMONT 
W. C. Sullivan 

<s> 


& 


UNITED STArTKS' GOVERNMENT 





DATE: September 28, 1955 






SUBJECT: ,THE FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC. INC. 

CENTRAirRESEARCH MATTER '— 


(JaL K. 


Tdlsoo 
Boar< 

Nk 
Beliioot 
Harbo» 
Mohr -- 
Parsons. 
Rosen ^ 
T&rom _ 
SIzoo _ 


son^_ 


Tincerrowd _ 
Tele. Room. 
Holloman » 


, This is a status memorandum to advise you of the progress being cand^y 

I made on the monograph relating to the captioned matter. The Fulton Lewis, 
Jr.> broadcast of September 21, 1955, reported that The Fund for the Republic, 
Inic., (Ustributed a document to Federal judges which was erroneously labeled 
as a ’’Report on the Security Problems” released by the Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Government Operations considering Senate Resolution 
Number 21. Actually, according to Lewis, this was not a Report as claimed, 
but was merely a speech of Senator Humphrey which had been placed in the 
1 Congressional Record. The New York office has advised that this Report is 
I enroute to the Bureau. 




The captioned monograph has been typed in final form. However, 

I correctipns ar a being made and will be completed along with any additions?.V 
or amendments developed from the situation involving the "Report on the * ^ ; 

Security Problems. ” 








September ^6, 1^5S 


ME^O^nOTM FOn MR,. tTOlSO^ 


MR. BOARDMAN 
]WR. BELSiiONT 
MR. |«CHOLS 


Qo Tuesday evening, September 20, 

Mx, Tolson and, IJbad occasion to have, a conversation'with 
Mr., Henry Ford at Le Favillon Restaurant in New York 
City. 

. ^ Mr, Ford stated that he uhderstood that 

I ^ad.at the Ford Company because o£ the activities ot 
th g**Fund for the RepUbiic. I told Mr. Ford that J. woa hot 
mad at the Ford Company but X was certainly noX very happy 
at the aeti^dtie.s; ol toe Fund for the Republic and that, ef. 
course, lathe final analysis such a monstrosity was made 
possible through the Ford Foundation which hadheen established 
with funds of toe Ford Corporation. Mr. Fo^d stressed at 
great length the fact that the Ford Company and the r^r^ ^ 
Foundation.have no. control ever the actions of the Fuhdfor ^ 
toe RepuhXfc, Itbeing an entirely separate entity. 




^ MS Ij 


fr, 1 c ♦+ 


Toison 
Boardmdn, 
Nichols ^ 
BeliDOfit^ 
Harbol^.^ 


Daring the course 6£ the .conversation comment 
was made by him of the contemplated ihguiry by the Internat 
Revenue Service into toe status of the Fundfdr tha Republic. 

He stated that he.knew that the contract between the Fund for 
the Republic ahdHerh^Btpck, the cartoonist who h^ been 
hired .by the Fund for me Republic toiler tray dmiie cartoons, . 
had been personally changed by Drv Rfthggfc M JaliitghinB. | 

President of the F u nd for the Re pubtiCi Mr. Ford stated to» 
the original contract tod put .in a' p^'v^b that the cartoons . 
and work of Herb Block not to he used.for any. political 

purposes. This particutor portion of the contract was qrb.ssed 
out by Hr, Rutchins hefore it was .signed by the parties, to it. 



parsons. 
Rosen ^ 
Jsimm ^ 
Sizoo ^ 


Hitttcrrowd 
Tele. Roooi 
ilollonan 
Gaixly 



H KOf? PE0-35 Yeary truly yours ,/^ 0 ^ ^ 7 •* 

. iNDJEXEDrSS ~ 

1955 
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John Hdgar Hoaveri^ 
Director 
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S0pteiat)ep 2i, 1955 

BOSiLIE HABHIS|. nee Fprnan 
aka toSi. Iibiiis ^rris* 

1»poporty and Supply Clerk 
Signal Corps Supply JDepbt 
.geirartnent of the Army' 

^j^ladelphibi Pennsylvania 
SECCBITY ;0P GOVEBlJMBllP EMPLOYEES 



^ , Rosalie; ]^rris was horn .May 18 5 1924- in 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. She originally married 
Louis Harris hut w^as separated from him in 1952^' 
She was employed by the Department of the Army on 
February 27# 1951* and received a clearance jCor 
access to informatl( 

“secret.” 


Lon classified up to hnd including 




Pull field, investigation was conducted 
concerning Hosalie Harris in 1'952 based oh information 
that a brother of the employee^ Leroy Furman, was 
^associated with individuals reliably reported to have 
,'been members of the Communist Party dnd that , - 

Leroy Furcian associated with activities supported by 
the Communist Party.*. . 

Leroy Furman and Rosalie. Harris were 
residing at 1225 South 17th Street, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, in 1952. 

' Information was developed and reported that? 

aJL ia ^ch, 1951, Leroy Furman, 1225 South 17th Street, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, received a letter J?rbm the 
Civil Rfehts Congress reminding him of h£s pledge to 
raise $10. (2) Ihe Pennsylvania edition of the “Worker?* 
for May 21, 1950, listed one Leroy Furman as one of the 
signers of a letter urging defeat of the Mimdt BiU^ 

(3) Lerpy Furman was reported to be a close associate 
of Henry Beitscher who had attempted to induce 
Lorpy Furman to attend the Ration^ Convention of the 
Progressive,Party in Chicago in July, 19524 • 


a21-4c423 

62-101860 
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jBfeary Beitscher was reliably reported to: have ^bebii a 
nenber of 1;he Comnunlst. P^ty in 195P* <^) During. 

August and Septeaberi. 19^2, Doroy Fuman was active 
in the. Prpgrbssive Party. 

Leroy Furaan is a security index subject of 
the Philadelphia Office (Bufile IOO-386756) and was 
reportedly active in the Qomuhist Party underground 
in Philadelphia. The reported Comunist Party 
undeirground activities of Le5Poy Furman were not set 
forth in the loyalty invoettgation in order that the 
security investigation of Furman would not be ‘ 
jeopardized,- The Security Hatter • pj Internal Security 
-Act of 1950 reports on Lerpy Furman have been forwarded 
to 6-2 and to the Department of Justice. 

Reliable confidential informants of the 
Philadelphia Office do hot khbW Rosalie Harris.. 

;lIeighborsj fellow employees and acquaintances, considered , 
Rosalie Harris* loyhl; 

The results.of the full field investigation 
were sent to. the Qivil Service Commission ahd to the 
Department of Justice hy letters dated December 1952. 

'The attorney for EbsAlie Harrisi, William-J, Woblston, 
sent a letter dated August 2h'^ ±9^^ to the Security 
Review Board, Department, Of the Army, Washington, D’, C^, 
in which he stated that since the hearing granted 
Rosalie Harris oh March 3I9 195^$ Rosalie Harris had 
Temarriod and. because of that remarriage '^the conditions 
under which Mrs. Harris now lives may well h© distinguishable 
from those under which she was living at the time of the 
hearing, . These changed conditions’may establish to the 
satisfactioh of the Review Board that Mrs. Harris does 
not msihthin a close .and continuing association with her* -■ 

' brother, Leroy Furmah, Cbrtainlyj there’ has been, a 
change of conditions since March 31» ^ilhich change should 
be considered ih a determination of the actual -enlisting 
association between Mrs-. Harris and "her brother, L0;poy Furman. 
It follows that. Mrsri Harris should be givon an opportunity 
to present the changed, conditions, 




f » 


Th0 Civil Service Cpaaissiort by letter dated. 
iJ;anuary l^f,, 195g5 .a3;Vi'sed that Rosalie Horrid had been 
"separated because%oiC unfavorable report on October 7i 
195 ^^ under ’ 

On February 2, l955j Rosalie Harris filed 
a. complaint in the H. S*, District Courts Has tern * 

.District of Pennsylyania against the Commatiding Officers 
Signal Corps Supply DeRot,, PhiladelphiOs requesting s' 

(1) Ihe defendant be directed to issue a proper order 
■granting her a hearing in accordance with due process. 

She contended she was not given a hearing as provided 
for- in Executive Order lO^jOj was hot specifically 
charged or advised of the evidence against her, and 
was not permitted to examine and confront persons who 
submitted information agaih'st her; ^ 2) ' in lieu of 
.such a hearing Rosalie Harris requested that she be 
offered he-employment in her former position dr one 
similar thereto at the Signal. Corps Supply Depot# . 
Philadelphia, The H, S, Jlttorhey# Philadelphia# filed 
a. motion to dismiss on the grounds that the Secretary 
of the Army is ah indispensable party to the suit#- 
can only be sued in Washington# D, 0,# and# therefore, 
the H, S, District Court, Eastern District of Pennsylvania# 
has no jurisdiction in. -this case. The judge has this 
motion under consideration. 






* - . ■ " "‘ "^WiL <’i^c'' ' <■ . . .• 

. .\ ■ O'^ 















pm- aeo iJm»4«ofeb&2* 

l^s« 1^0 Of'dxissl&atf 

^J8® aaaabl Hal«y 

Saepsusasito 41? Hat^iel Avdft 
“ S* Air j^ree 
i^UAQ Al? I^voo Bat* 

«llaBt» Oollferaia 






y«.wrwroxa. vamrt 

?S?a^2 ^ «1 aJ# OatoW 2$, i91jA. l^Xos tho 
S wWaa adaiaad aha had baaSa mMd)a? 

aigh SahaoX* woh oloib itaa haevn 

ifS *? 1*«»* eae-lulf tt tk» matibtrt of this 

irr^*^ *”• adalhhad aha waa a i»ea^? of tha AZI) Xb? 

MS^ftl2i5.Jf®SS?*^^***5 partod, bttfe At that tlna did™ 

5*$^*J*^^* arganlaatlon.* fhia 

t?S ^ «<»m*otion with 

fcf Jfhlla l^aftela Oooxaay^ aaa Bodapath. 

SSl^Jnia^^ <>ookaof, an aaplofaa of tha Afng at Fort Maaon, 


Jtartna tho Inwaatlgatioa of tha aamloyaa. Hisa Allea 
Jrljr, 8lrlc« eoaaaolor at Barkaleg High sltoal dstrlS tha ^ 
porlod aiq^iTaa waa a atttdaat thara aMaod that ^^^ok 

?« ?of j tha aaplojaa told mat Srlap 

^Li ^ iXaeka and AUla Whb 

ana had boon a itaad>o? of tha AXB for onlgr a faw w^ y^ t h a In 19ij4« 


Tolson ^ 
Boardnao 
Nichols 




-to ww thrt fSoSj^ioiSSoS It 

■SH! S?..!?? li^d tlx 


tha yaoka and 


NickoU--r^— wu« n»dv» 409 OOSO OO ^LOatnOd thla fvoa him man 

M^r^^_#aaoe Baa Vilaon« P?o* who had balonsad to bath of thaaa * 


Harbo 

Mohr 


Parsons —^ta* 101»60 


Sizoo , 


»—/-P«*»aw*oo 


Tificerrowd « 
Tela. Room . 
Holloaan ^ 
^ndy 


JEOtmlMPl'C^ 
(7) 



i5RW?r?wi5TS5ii 


lai CgjOSUBB __ 

/oo ^ > f/c f 7 - 









O ’’’ ‘ ' ' ; • ■ ■ '•' • ■■' '"*' • ' %, \4'l '\.. . 

Q ' r ’ ■ , . 


ox»gaaisfttlcm»* Rdr^nd Wilooa Qomoated .thi^ h® tlve^ 
^lievod tl^ yoiuig people nos*® voa&vt^s^ of tho Coassonlst 
desu.natlon of tb® ASD and that uhen thoy Xoamod of' this 
thsy withdrew from It. Wilson, Hiss !»lor and others 
o^taeted during the 1948 ixrrofltlgatlon did not quoatlon 
tho employee's loyalty, it should bo noted thab ttio 
entployee was 18 years of ago la 1944* 

it. results of tho Investigation were fuiuiished to 

nSfe 5?^Ti®® Oontadosion and by letter dated September 20, 
194o» the Civil Servloe ConKiisslon advised that the dioployee^a 
ease had boon adjudicated under Executive Order 9835 and 
ahe had been "retained.* 


iu i i,. ^ loyalty form dated October 30, 1952, refloeta 

t^t the employee under the name teola-Raye Crenshaw was 
then employed as a olerk typist by the Oensrtment of tho 

Oallfomia. B y letter dated May 11, 
1953, the Civil Service Oonmlsslon advised that the ecmloyee 
Md been rated eligible on loyalty* under Executive Order • 
9o35* 


(»«««,<-Ml 8, 1955, the civil Service 

Cohesion advised that a “favorable dotormlaation* had boon 
made in this case tinder Executive Order 10450. 



Septeaaber 2X i955 




RMMlONCpNTWNED 

s UiNCLASSlFiro, 


WILLIAM VINCES® VITASStLI 
Eduoation and Training Specialist 
Offioa pr tbe Sigh CoaaaifLsioner 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
Department of the Interior 
Bomlulu^ 7« S. 

SECOHITS: OF GOVEHHMSHT isItPLOIBBS 


Vitarolli vae bora October 21^ 1910, at Nov York, 
H* Y,, graduated frow Hevark (New Jersey) Teachers College 
ia 1933 and attended Teachers College, Ccluabia University, 
Bew York, H, Y* He has been exoployed aa a teacher in 
Pennsylvania, Georgia, Bew York and Illinois, He was ea* 
ployed as an Edaeational Adalnlatrator, Palau District, 
Western Caroline Islands, from November 1, 1950, until his 
separation, September 10, 1951|* 


Investigation of Vitarelli under the provisions of 
Executive Order 9o35 was conducted in 1952, based on his 
association with alleged CoBowonlsts and Coomunist sympathisers, 
iioports reflecting the results of the Bureau's investigation 
were furnished to the Civil Service Coauaission and to the ‘ 
Department on June 11, 1952# The results of foreign invest!* 
gation conducted by the Department of the Navy were disseminated 
’on Axigust 15f 1952, By memorandum dated March 27, 1953', the 
Loyalty Heview Board advised that Vitarolli was "eligible on 
Ip^lty" under Executive Order 9835* Subsequently, by memoran- 
d\sn dated October 6, 1954-, the Civil Service Commission advised 
Vitarelli was terminated on September 10, 1954., i-ia the interests 
of the national security following review of his ease under 
Executive Order 104-50, 


The Burea.u'a reports of investigation of Vitarelli 
reflected the following infonoation; 


Security investigation of Bobert Durant Pelld, fomer 
Director of the Newcomb Art School, Tulane Onivorsity, Bew. 
Orleans, Louisiana, reflected F^dld a mesd^er of innumerable 
Coaaxinist front organleations, Pplld, in, his correspondence, 
talked of the necessity of revolution and mantionod frequent 
contact with people subscribing to Marxism, Folld has been 
described as a follower of the Coniaunist Party line and allegedly 
has admitted being a "Leninist," A eonl'ldential informant 
furnished the Bureau copies of two letters addressed to Feild 
by Vitarelli dated July 30, 1944-* Deoeaber 6, 194.5# ®od 
of a letter from Pelld to Vitarelli dated December 29, 1945, 

These letters reflected close personal association between 
Feild and sympathy for each others views, 

121-37330 <^aK^Tr^cTrt»1^ > 
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.eapipj^od; Vf«st ';deorgla Cb^-icge# C$rroX3Lt:Qa« 
Q^OPgle ftm SknuBfyjf 19^3-tintSl-Ij.eijminaied ipi 
iecdaso ^lleg'0. ofiriclals considered: hla unsound > epratic end 
extreme In. his edUMt’ional methods and personal yie;rs* Vitarelli 
was noted as haying, frequently referred "the pimple's move-, 
oent" and as having associated wi*^ Donald Lee Vest\ a known 
member of the Communist Party, and with James LamarjBarf cot, a 
close associate of Icnown Conmonist Party members, in an effort 
to organize a teadiers* union. College officials also con¬ 
sidered Vitarelll to be Insincere in his alleged Pacifist views. 

Associates at the George School, Pennsylvania, where 
Vitarelli was employed from 1933-36 and 1938-^, all recommended 
him with regard to loyalty, but described him as overly enthusi¬ 
astic and a progressive educator whose actions in furtherance 
of his ideas might cause some question of his sympathies. 

James A. Hlohener. author of "South Pacific," who 
was acquainted with Vitarelli as a fallow teacher at George 
School and during Vitarelli*s dubsoquent residence in Srvinna, 

• Peimsylvania, 19^7-50, described Vitarelli as an absolute 
liberal and as the type who is inclined to go to extremes in 
following the dictates of his conscience. Based on his numerous 
discussions with Vitarelli, Michener stated he believed Vitarelli 
to be thoroughly loyal. 

One informant, the postmaster at Erwlnna, Pennsylvania, 
stated it was his recollection that Vitarelli had received, the 
"Daily Worker" for a time, but he was not certain due to the 
passage of time. 

) The name of "William V. Vitarelli, Research Associate, 

Teachers'College, Columbia University, New York 27, New York," 
appeared on the mailing list of the "USSR XnformaMon Bulletin," 
as of September, 1951# Several acquaintances in New York de¬ 
scribed Vitarelli as a strict adherent to the Quaker principle 
of Pacifism, as a humanitarian who opposes all racial preju¬ 
dices, Inequality and discrimination, and as a champion of the 
underdog. Board of Election records in New York City reflected 
that Vitarelli registered preference for the American Labor 
Party in 1^5. 

By letter dated February 28, 195^, (received March 11, 
195*<') Vitarelli wrote the Bureau regarding his security status and 
enclosed a • compr^ensive summary of his personal, educational and 
professional career in which he explained at length the development 
of his views on education, on Pacifism and his fSonseientious objec¬ 
tion to 8ei*vice in World War II. Copies of Vitarelli *8 letter and 
of its enclosure were furnished to the Department of the Interior, 
Civil Service Commission and the Department of Justice by communi¬ 
cations dated March 16, 195^* 
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^ Stanley* a aotaorandan to; Hr* Roson> dated Soptem^br 6 

195p# reflected th&t the 310 page booklet aettitig forth 
histories of ^0 personnel security cases gathered undoj^ the 
dirodtion nf Adeua Tarraollnsky, a Washington, D* C,,^ attorney, 
Was being re viewed pertinent Seat of Govorament supervisors 

in an offort to identify the cases refovnsd to in the booklet. 
It was further noted in the referenced memoraUdu^^ that na 
that, titae apparent Idontificatioh. had boon mde in throe of 
the cases, nanieiy dasd number 4o MUa felt to refer to the case 
of Dyiyia Hoyton, a ibraav Air PdrCo eft^>loyeoj -case number 60 
was tallavod to relate to the case' of Eoatrice Caiaphell, a, 
Veterans Administration et!5)loyeo, and case number lOJ was‘ 
believed to be the case of Edward JSchwartz# a fonmov- fpat Office 




'§• ! 




employee. 


£\>. 


As a: result of the continuing review of this booklet 
by the pertinent supdi^lsorS, apparent idoUtiflcatioh has boon 
* made in throe addltidhal eases* These' are Case number 5^, 

which appears to be the case of DeoiA Raye. Crenshaw, an ' 
employee of the Doportmont of the Air Porce; case number 
which is believed to bo, the. case of William Vincent Vitorelli, 
. a f omer ompleyeo of the Interior Do^artmeht and case number 
75# which is felt to he the case of Kosalie, Harris# a former 
^ ^^^r^loyee pf the Department of the. Am^* 

Regarding Doola kayo Crenshaw#, it is noted the 
Bureau conducted a full field investigation, of her under 
HuKoCutive Order 9^35 (fomer Loyalty l*r.dgram) in 19^5, based 
upon information furnished by her in March, 1946, to an 
agent of the San irancisco Office during the course of another 
investigation to the effect She had been a member pf ths^^ 
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Koadpmidtuac for lit*.* A* Roson.^ 


Amoylcjan Youtli fdr IJoaoci^acjr .(dealgaatod >37 tlio Attdrnoy' 
Qenoral) foi* aTjoul? jnoatlia during tho poriod 1943 “fco 

At that tirad Cronahaw i^ras oightoon j.ean^a t>f ago and 
attPndlng tho' BorKoloy, Calif'crnia, High School* Ih 194® 
Crencdiavr kAs employod with tho 'Vetorana Administration^. 
Oakland^ Oalifdmia^ and lottor da^od.Soptonhdr 
194®> tho Civil Sarvic©. Comalasion AdvlSdd Epr caao had 
hoen adjhdidatod ■unddr Exocutlvo Ordor f835 sad ahO' had 
hopn netaihod in hor position* i^o bocaao omployOd 'wiih? 
tho Air Tore© in 1952 And bjr lottor datad May 11, i953V 
the Civil Corvico CcKamlsslon adviaod she had boon ratod 
Ollgihlo on loyalty uhdor Exocutivo Order 9835* lottor 
dated April 8, 1955> tho Civil Sorvlo© Comriisaion Advised 
vthat, a favorable dotorr^natlott had been laado in. CronahAw*A 
ease under Exocutlvo prdor 1045o (ourront Etirployde Soourity 
Brogriasl) • - . . ' , 

Rogardlns Killian Vincent Vltarollt^ It is noted 
the Bureau condudtod u iSill field Invoatigatlon of him In 
195^ Under Exocutivo -Ordor 9835> based ”031 hib association ' 
with alleged Communists and Communist synpathizors* ^ 
letter datod March 27, 1953> the Civil Service Commission 
advised yitarolll had boon ratod eligihle on loyal% 

Under Executive Order 9835^ letter dated October 6^ 
1954^ tho Civil CorVicG Ooi^oslon ,.advi,sod Vitaroili was 
terminated from onploymont on September 10, 1954under 
J^ooutivo Order l()45pv 

Kith respect to Rosalior Harris, It la noted the, 
Bureau conducted d full field .invostlgatlou of hoi* in 
1952 Under Exocutivo Order 9835,> based on tho Oommunlst 
aotivltios of her brother, tef oy Furman, vlth whom Harris 
ifas residing in 1952*. Eoroy Fuman Is a security' index; 
subject* ^ letter dated January 14, 1955, the Civil 
Service Commission advlsod Harris had been soparatod from 
her position bn October 7, 1954i undor Public Latf 733 
(Public X»hH 733 approved August 26,. 1950* authorized 
bertaiu Agency heads including the Secretai^ of tho A;^,. 
te terminate tho enipioymont . of any civilian oraployoe when¬ 
ever tho agency head dotorainod such termination to bo 
necossary or advlsablo in the interest of tho national 



l^esLoraa^stx tor Kr* Am ^osen 


e6i5UPlty4? 2ho authbrit^T dblecatod tq thb ascncjT libada. 

. ^caod in Public Lav 733 vas oxtoadod to all jsgoncjr boada 
bjExdctttlvo Order'10450. )* pa Pobruary 2, 1955> Harrla ' 
i^lcd d- cQs^laint In 4^0' Bdstom District of Ponnsylvanla 
^aiaat the Cossaandlns^ Officer, Signal Cox^s SU5>pl3r 
D^ot, PMladolpbii.a, Pemi^lvanla, asking either to bo 
j^yba a. rehoarlng or rolnstato^at to her posltiba* She 
17, S« Attom^, Philadelphia, has filod a lotion to 
dlcalss the ccaaplalht bh the grouadb the Soorotary bf" the" 
Axtsy is an indlspbnsablo' t>arty to the suit and bah oxily 
be suod la Washinstbh, D^. C*, and tbofoforo, tho District 
OoUrt to Pennsylvania dobs not havb jurisdiotion to the 
Harris caao^) She iadgo has, this 4aotioa; uadbr consideration. 

It. Is noted that to the introduction to tdio 
bpblflbti IJarcsoltos^ stated the natorial fpr the case 
histories ms obtatond frpn thb files of that la^brs vho 
advieod or reprosonted thb brsplbybes and that hp; had 
. tried to roly in, tho main on doci^entary material. Such as , 
thb written chargos,. tho employoosiwritten xo^pon&o end 
the transcript of the hearlngSv lo the Crenshav, Harris 
and ITitareHl. cases it .appears this was done land the 
histories deal with the adiudlcation phase: of these cases** 
AttechpdL hro more .dotaliod mbraorai^a reflecting the 
Ihfomatlon to the Duroau^h files ph Crenshaw^; yiterelli 
add Harris,^. 


Hsco::^iEiiDAgioiu 

Hone*, Ppr your tofornatio% She rbvloisr of 
Yimaoltoslcyt s booklet Is botog contimod and you. vill be 
advised of aay further cases Idohtiflod., 
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FULTON'J^.;^, JR. 
RADIO BROADCAST 
SEPTEMBER 19, 1955 


, ^3 Fvjltbn.Le'MSw.Jr., in, hijs broadcast for the-evening' of 

September 19 touched o n the .Fimdfbirthe Republic^ He said that Stanford V, 

11 Univer^i'J:y had accepted.thfe..$25, 000>from the Fundjfer jdie’ ^j^'epublic.Jfor 
11 the study of testimony by former Commimists ydio l^yerfbeen "witnesses; 

in.ivaribus proceedings. ,Accordihg to Lewis,' Stafford made ,it very clear 
If that fhe'uFund'.for the Republic will not be permitted to exercise'any, . 

It influence over the- study or the resxiLts. The President of‘.tbe -University 
said .th/^tudy will be'anJLinpartial' study by legal scholars'."^ .Leyds, said 
that the^^President ofThe University stated that in accepting•i‘tlus«gremt 
which has been commented on by certain‘newspapers, coliminists and 
radio commentaio’ra the University reaffirpas that one of its chief functions 
is to encourage research into problems-which they'deem; wbr^y of investigation. 
The President said the University -^s' concerned .only that its scholars adhe're 
to.those standards and-independence of. judgment along ■with impartiai 
^valuation which.have al'ways motivated .true scholars; The Pn^bident said 
that thes^^ principle S’ •wdll be followed by the, faculty in .carr-yihg-putl'the, ^ 
research^ontenciplated xinder. the grant. 


% 




^•Lie%vis,r‘said that a young attorney, 


Herber 




ir^Packer, . from-the 
slant^' 


‘.project for the 


city^of ‘Wa'^hington who has been, employed on.another slanti 
Funddor 'th^Repjiblic^is going to jbinj:he la-w faculty of v 

• •fif' « ■* " ^ ,tajeceS’*" 

and Avyl parjacipate im;the study and^as long as the/study/ultralAeral '' 
andvery pof^cai-mihde'd Dean of^the University, Car^^^aeth .. {(]|honetic) 
it is highly Suspectdrbm a re^istic standpoint. 

iv ' 1 V. ^ said 

tha 


Lewis went'-ph to say 




cing;the grant/the 


study wili be made under the idirectioh,of He^erit Packer'who/will 'wo,rk,in 
Washington until January 1 at which.time he ■wdlT join.the'Stanford law faculty. 
Le-wis, said that from thii^tatesttent it appears^that Packer"-will be working on 
the project xihtil January'u^^^no^i^y.supervisio'n.atiail for'the next three months. 

d.ed^n^Sayihg,. we probed •with, this mve! 


Lewis concluded. 


mve s tigationv 


^^atX^there is a- treme'ndbu^jl^Dtfot of digging and checKHTg^na' ibJib'wing *do-wn leads * / 

wherewer ■hfeS’5“ssa:ry;’___ on idee 
IdVnan —-- ^ SEP .30 1955 
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I»T«ctor, rm 


Tmn 3?Qti jms j^pusutc 


The Eaye^tt ha« t>eea Inforhaed hy a cohndential Imt reliable . 
source thafc the Fuad for the Republic Ms. entered into a contract 'wltb thb, ^ 
cartoonist p£ «The Washlagtoa Post and^Titnos Herald,»«Herb Block. TM 
contract, according' to the £ureau*s^c^rmation, contained a-Rroviscp 
the cartoons and ceininents of Herb ^ioek >were not to be used for dhy politlcjH 
purposes. However, Bobert H. Ilutchins, Prliitdent of the iTund for the 
Bhpublic# according to the Bureau’s information, personally crossed out 
this proviso in ink prior to the time the contract was signed by the JM^ties 
thereto. The Bureau MS been Informed that if the internal Bevenue ^r^ce 
should make in^iry Into the manner in which the Fuad for the Republic is 
spending its funds, this contract would confirm chargM whickhad beea made 
against the for the Republic. The Bureau** sOured Is such thM It Could 
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Fiilton Lewis, Jr. , in his broadcast oa'September 21, 1955, 
said among other things that^e Fund.for the Republic distributed a 
document which was labeled at the top of each page as a Report on the 
Security Problems released by the Subcommittee of the Senate Committ' 
on Government Operations considering senate resolution twenty-one. (SR21) 

b 

This document was distributed bvThe Fund for -t heJRepu blic after 
August 2, 1955, to Federal Judges throughout the United States. The report 
is an attack on the security system of the Federal Governmeht. The main 
portion of the document is a copy of, part of the June 27, 1955, issue of the 
Congressional Record. The portion copied was reproduceddntact. Each 
page, however, was labeled as a report of the subcommittee mentioned aboye. ^ 

According to Lewis, an important omission was made by not including 
an identifying paragraph that actually this was not a report of the subcommittee 
but merely a statement by Senator Hubert Humphrey of Minnesota which was 
placed by him into the Congressional Record. The statement was actually 
written by one Harold T. Green. « - ,. 

Lewis said Senator Humphrey's office was contacted by The Fund for 
the Republic for permission to reproduce this statement. The reproduction, 
.however, labeled it as the report of the subcommittee. When this was called 
to the attention of Senator Humphrey's office, his office contacted The Fund for 
the Republic, pointing out that this was merely a statement .by Senator Humphrey 
and not a report by the subcommittee. After this. The Fund for thejRepublic 
then sent cards to the original recipients of the document retracting the portion 
labeling the document as the report and advising that it was merely a statemen 
by Senator Humphrey.. 

It is believed that we shouldi determine^whether Lewis is accurate in this 
matter and if so, the material* can^be used-inithe monograph now being brought 
to completion on; The Fund for the Republic. ^. y,, 

WCS:mjh^ ^tGORDQ) -‘ 




^3) 

, 1 - lito. Belmont 
1 - Section tickl^^; 

60 . 0 eT 5 1955 t' 





J© OCT 5 1955 


I?- ' ' ‘ 


'U* i: 








Memorandum to Mr. A.H. Belmont from W. C. Sullivaa 


Therefore, it is necessary for the Bureau to possess a copy of this 
document which allegedly was. distributed to Federal Judges throughout the 
United States. In WasMngton^ D. C.^ it is likely y/e could secure very 
discreetly such a copy from Judges Holtzdff, Curran, Tamm or McGuire. 
In New Yorl^ it is likely we could secure under the same circumstances 
a copy from Judges Murphy or Kaufnian; 

RECOMMENDATION: 


ij It is recommended that New York be immediately contacted by 

II telephone and requested to secure the document in question from either 
J| Judges Murphy or^aufman and forward it to the Bureau immediately. 
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For re cord, purposes, Jackj^^gas. of the-Ford Motor Company, 
(galled endeavoring, to reach, me on 9/7/'55^ y/hile l was out. of town., i .talked 
^o Bugas pn'9/,8/55, Bugas stEded.-that h^wainted to brmg me up‘t6 date 
ith reference to the develo;t^ents^in th y^g\md for the Republic.^ He stated- 
hat young Henry Ford wa^how very muck.exercised’ ahd wasycarryihg on a 
campaign With the hope m vih'se'atihg the two fop^individuals,/namely, Paul' 
iloffmctn an d Robert MT^ut'chins. 'j^asked.him about W. '^H^’F^e'rry. Bugas 
stated that.obviously Ferry^would go top. • ' 

* i 

' Bugas kept telling me that-Henry Ford was very'much'exerciked 
and he jhad gotten some of the’ Trustees.exercised, I asked^him who. they Were, 
He stated'.that one of the' individtials who was -very much.disturbed was/ 

Bethuel ly0^ebst er,^l told Bugas that this was rather interestmg,.-particularly 
in light of the fact ;that:at one. time "W^ebs^r had represented'WilliamHeihington, 
Bugas stated; that this was ne.ws to him, J^uga's thendnformed me that it would, 
be most helpful if, lie could -have a memorandiiTn for his xywn confidential 
jf gvudance -pointing out'the leftrwing-actiyities, bf the. Fund ,for the Republi c, 


f 


m 


I told Bugas that this would be. rather diHicult and.I did.not see how 
we could do anything but if we cpuldd would get in touch with him, Bugas said 
nothing whatsoever about the protest .of the American Legion at the time whibh 
made'me very suspicious. Id the ,course of the-conversation," Bugas told me 
that-Earl/Newsome, a public relations consultant, :had been, spending.-ponsiderable | 
fime-'-in.Detroit; that^ijewsome,- himself, Waa-lipse-t. and that Bugas had'talked toK 
Newsome about the Fund for the Republip pro'ject of ih-vestigating "thejFBI.ar 
the A^ericain-Legion,'’5Ne^ws6me .expressed..the view that he-thdugd^.an^i>^uc 
project as that of'inyefetigating the FBI by the Fundfjr the Republic was beyond”^ 
the realm of possibility, Bu’gas stated*that he was not unmindful|p£ ,the fact that 
|W, H»>^e5^ry/^d worked for%JeWsome at-hn^:*time|pnd that there"irught be-a close 
relationship between thelfwo. 
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Memorcindum. for Mr. Toi'son from Xi, B. Nichols 


9/26/55 




-Ih cpnnectioncwithr-Earl-Newsome, whiletalkihg.toG^rge-.Sokolsky 
on,other'inatters, I askedvhim if he had ever ^d much contact with Newsome, 

( George stated tlat.Newsome was^vefy close to- fiimore^fieper'wh d is a.member 
of the Board of Trustees for the-JFiind-for the Republfcpthat he^^d.Roper. had -been 
adyising'businessmen to liberalize themselves to< meet:.new conditions; tl^t'axnong 
;others, Newsome represents'the American Locomotive ■ Company,, the Ford 
Foxindation, eind'.the ^Standard Oil Company of New .Jersey; 

George* further stated that he* has always been suspect:of Newsome 
because during-the'; days of OP A, .on;Ms owh.jvolition,-^Newsome called-a meeting 
of public relations men and urged them to t^e*<a starid,fof OPA. against their 
basses; Subsequently,, George fold'.me-that while W., Ferryivas withihe 
War Production Board, he got into some sort of.difficuities.ih>a; controversy 
oyer, the .handling of scrap iron and steel. Ferry was; put into, the-•JVar. Pjoductioh 
Board .by Si^eyNilii^n-and George-felt thatjit might, be yery’pro.ductive^ to get 
,£ 1 , discreet line on the backgrbvihd of,.Earl-Newsome and.to see if’tHere. visa's any ' 

I ayailable infoririation on the -.alleged.difficultie.s Ferry had with the' War 
Production Board, George further stated tha.t Newsome might be the individual 
who has been responsible for some of the left-wing deyelppmehts in big business. 
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In your memorandum to Mr* Tolaon dated, September 25, 1^55, 
reviewing your conversation wii^ Jack Bugas of the Ford MotojuGodpany 
concerning developments, in the ^PXtnd for the Republic* Bugas mentioned 
the name of Earl Neioaojit, a public relations consultant* While talking 
with George ^okolsky on other Matters, you asked if he had ever had - 
much contact with- Newsom* Sokolsky stated that Newsom- was very close . 
to Elmo Roper, who is a member of the Board of Trustees for the Fund 
for the Republic, and that Newsom-and Roper had been advising busjinessr 
men to liberalise themselves to meet new conditions* Newsom represents, 
among others, the American Lqcomctive Ccmpahy^ the Pord Foundation, qhd 
the Standard Oil Company of New Jersey* r 

Sokolsky further stated he has always been suspect of News;om 
because during the days of OPA,' Newsom, on his own volition, Called;a 
meeting of public relations men and urged them to take a stand fgnHcOPA 
against- their bosses* Solfolsky further stated that Newsom wtpht be the 
individual who has been responsible for some of the left-wing develop¬ 
ments in big business* 

in accordance with yoitr request', there is set forth below 
a summary of information in Bufiles. concerning Newsom: 

EDWIN EARL NEWSOM 

The 1954^1955 edition of ^‘Who^s Who In America*^ states that 
Edwin Earl Newsom was born December .13j 1897, at Wellman, Iowa, the 
son of John Edward and Emma Ellen (Day) Newsom* He received an A*B-* 
degree from Oberlin College, 1921; L*H*D* degree, Boston,University, 
1948^^ He wap varied June- 14, 1923, to Lois Ruth 'Pinehdrt, and is •v 
theifkther ^- children* Newsom has been employed as a teapher,\ 
Fie sterm Re serve Academy,. Hudson, Ohio; McBurney Sc.hop!tfojr''Bbi/s^,Nev^.J) 
York City; Mimo^ial\Hi_gh 3ch6o(L;^^jelham, New York, 1921'-2^* He^seY've^ 
us ^Sihtdff meWb^^- 1^0.erary ,JHge^siiyiWew' York City, 192J5-27-; ■'eSecutive 
secfd):arjf;:^pil H^ting^ Inst'Vti^tp, i92/j'^29; vice president, John Day 
Publish^.hg^Cd^park^y, 19§9-31; '^irejctor,^(B]iblic Relations and Sales, 
Di3tributor^jTroup, Incorporated}il§31-33; partner, Norman Bel Geddes 
and Company, ^1933-35; senior partner^Earl Newsom and Compar^, public 
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Memorandum for Mr, Nichols 


September 88j 1955 


relations' counsel^ since 1935, He was a member of the Board of Trustees. 
Village of Pelham Manor^ 1945-47, Newsom was a pilot in the U, Si Navy 
Air Corps in World War I, He is,a trustee of Oberlin College^ Emma 
Willard School, American Heritage Foundation, Clubs: Union, League (New 
York City); Pelham Country (board of governors, 1943-45), Men's (presi¬ 
dent, 1938—39), Pelham Manor, New York; Blind Brook, (Portchester, New 
York). His home address is 45 Heywood Road, Pelham Manor 65, New York, 
and his offices are at 597 Madison Avenue, New York 28, New York. 

Bufiles reflect that dur'ing early 1951 Edwin Earl Newsom 
was the subject of a'"Speoial Inquiry-State Department (Voice of 
America)" investigation. This investigation developed nothing of a 
derogatory nature,, and Newsom was recommended by former employers, 
neighbors, and references as being of good character, loyalty and 
associates', (183-8983) 

The- only other references to Newsom in Bufile.s pertain to 
his registration with the State Department as an ag'eni of a foreign 
principal in' his capacity as public relations counsel to Air Commodore 
George G, Pirie, Jiir ■Attache, British Embassy, Washington, D. C., >and 
the International V/ool Publicity and Research Secretariat, London, 
England, Bufile''97—0-863 indicates that Earl Newsom and Company 
was listed as. one of^tTiope whose Registration Statement was withdrawn 
from the public files of the State Department on March 9, 1948. 
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BUFILE SIXTYONE DASH ONE TWO NINE TWO 

ON tHE EVENING OF NINE TWENTYSIX LAStA ABVISEB THAT THE SlgjEC^ ^dWtAdT 

- ^ * Cl * 

BEN MANDEL^ WHOSE IRENTITY IS KNOWN td THE BUREAU, HANDEL IN gRp :D j<^ 
^SbjEC^HE HAD PROPOSED tllAT EA^t BROWRp BE INVITED AS A3Wf/^S§; 


APPARiStLY before SENATE COMWITTEE4, ^£AN»EirSTATED THAt. BROW^^AS 
ir^EN EMPLOYED AS A CONSULTANT BY THE FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC, SOllRCE 


il 


INilCAiEl THAT SUBJECT WAS AWARE OF THIS AN| WANDEr InVoRKED. HIM 




IHIS JIM BEEN VERIFIED BY VIC RIESEL ./POSSIBLY NY »»DAILY-.MRRipR!» v 
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wStTER/ who HAD .CALLED UP THE FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC ANlr‘WAS ^IRVl'SED 




BROWDER . IS..CONNECTED WITH THEIR OFFICE, MANDEL STATED 
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_i<^ 195 §^T . 

•»POST»t^ /igSSIBLy WASHINGTON NEWSPAPER/ HAD CARRIED A STORY TiN THIS 2 
MATTER ALSO?. MANDEL NOTlp THAT FOR SOffe TIME BROWDER HAS BEEN 
WORKEDBY B^ MORRli /BELIEVED TO* ij NY JUD^E/ AND OTHERS, f 
APPARENT^. REFE^NC tcT* ETFORlS^fe aft^^^WoliER^ PURNISH INFORMATION' iV 
RE CP, USA,^MA'NDt|^ HAS* PNOPO^ED.-THAT 

if/r^ 1 IK ' va y, . w-tflXK^y^ 

jij dr^Lp KJN'o. PRolfe^ TWiT^Bldei 


T ^D if HE TAL'fte TT WOULD BE $0 t8«;H TO 


TiALK the GUEST ion C 
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>AGi: .TWO • ’ , 

[to subject COHSliEK THIS MaWeH ,ANi Tj|},EPH6fecAtly CWTAfT HI^ 

NINE THENTYSEVEN NEXT AN» fflCTAj? TS’^iSTENOSHApHEIt .HlS TOOUGHTS 
OONCEHNING THIS HATTEH. MANBEt SOCgMeB THAT IT WpULB NOT BE 
NECESSARY FOR THE SUBJECT TO DO l^NY RESEARCH* yANPJ.V ' 

\wANTED INFORMATION FROM THE SUBJECT Tp/'ASSIST ftUESTIONING 
BROWDER AND THAT THIS INFORMATION COULD BE FURNISHED BY THE SUBJECT iN 
THE FORM OF TOPICS WHICH CO RIGHT TO THE HEART OF THE MATTEjil AND MAY 
EE EMPLOYED TO REFRESH MANDEL-S ftfEMORY, MANDEL SUGGESTED THAT SOBjECt 
INCLUDE INFORMATION THAT BROADER IS BOUND TO KNOW ABOUT AND WHICH 

I WOULD REVEAL WHETHER' OR NOT BROWDER W^TS. TO ^TALK» MANDEL COMMENJS® 
THAT IF BROWDER DOES NOT TALK THE FUNi-FOR THE REPUBLIC WILL BE ON 
THE SPOT, HE NOTED THAT THE FUN|. FOR ^THE REPUBLIC EXPERTS WHO ARE 

WORRING ON VARIOUS'PHASES OF THE /CP/-MOVEMENf-, SU^ECT CONSENTED 
TO ASSIST MANDEL AND INFORMED HIM HE tfOULD CONTACT MANDEL VERY LATE ^ 
ai toe'EVENING OF NINE TWENTifSEVEN, ' SUEjECT>B!pEB TIIAT HE VILE 
ife IN WASHINGTON EP» A FEW HOUBS 4N NiSE; TOWT^WvEN TP CONTACT 
CEOEGE.MEANT, FHESIBENT, AFt^ »E pEE^K MEANT Wjll MAKE BEFOBE tHEj;^_ 
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PAGE THREE 



fe :RICAN LEGION* SOGRCE INIICATEI SOB^Ect WOOLB HAVE IINNER WITH * 
GEORGE MEANY ON NINE TWENT^ SEV^ ANB RETURN TO NYC FROM WASHINGTON 

• v" ^ * 

ANR THEREAFTER CONTACT NR^BEL* . WANBEL INilCAtEB IT WAS URGENT THAT 

’ • • • ♦ 

HE RECEIVE THIS INFORMATION SINCE BROWBER WAS GCH EBULEB TO COME IN TO 
TESTIFY ON WEINESDAY NEXT, SUBJECT COMMENTEB THAT ONE BRAFER^ OBTAINEB 


i«aww » 


A POSITION FOR BROWBER IN CONNECTION WITH THE f UNB FOR THE REPUBLIC, 

’ r ^ » 

MANBEL INRICATEB HE WAS AWARE OF THIS ANB HAR BEEN SO ABVISER BY 

" ' ' I- 

BRAPER THAT BROWBER HAB BEEN WORKING WITH BRAPER BEFORE BRAPER 
RECEIVER A GRANT FROM THE FUND FOR TKli REPUBLIC, THE SUBJECT REMARKED 
THAT THIS WAS A GOOD IBEA, HOWEVER, NOTED THAT MATERIAL WOULD HAVE 
to .BE OBTAINED OF A CURRENT NATURE AT THE TIME WHEN BROWDER WAS 
CP SECRETARY,. HE ADDED THAT ONE ELIEASETH^ POSSIBLY ELIZABETH BpttEY,. 
COULD. GIVE MAN DEL FURTHER INFORjATIpNi! MANBEL NOTED fHAT ELIZABETH 
has;-FURJ i^ISHED INFORMATION CONCERNING ^^AOWBER IN' Hp TESTIMONY^ 

Object also Informed manbel he waV in Washington on thursbay 
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PAGE FOUR / 

I jmCHT OR FRIIAY NEXT* >UtPOSE OF VISIT NOT STATER* iRAPER REFERREl 
iTO ABOVE POSSIBLY IBENTICAL WITH THEQB.pRE BRAfER OF NY WHO IS ENGAGER 
* IN A STUDY PROJECT CONCERNING HISTORY OF THE CP IN THE UNITED STATES* 
NINETEEN NINETEEN TO NINETEEN FORTYFIVEx FOR THE FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC 
UNDER A PROJECT ENTITLED •STUDY OF COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN AMERICAN 
LIFE* DIRECTED BY CLINTON^ ROSSITER OF CORNELL UNlVERSITY^^j^/ 
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The Attorney Generni 
Direct6f> FBI 


"FUNX) FOR T3E REPUeiJC 


October 5 ^ 1955 


Pureuant to o'nr conversation today regarding the Fund for the 
Republic, I am attaching a copy of my memorandum to you dated September 29 
relative to confidential information the JSureau received, that .the Fund 
for the Republic entered into p contract, with the* cartoonist of the ‘'Washiiigton 
Poet and Times Herald,'iHerJjiiajte^. ' . ’ .T ^ ‘ ^^ - 
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I X fewwe'eks ago Robm-M- HutqbiiW 
' mlae a spelcii; Since, you may 

^What is wrong'vith.this county,as sw^j 

thy the- b<^; of the :Rord. 

1 Republic,, here are somc*of his-immorr^t 
‘ W?rds,;a;. unefed.before a gathwing; of I 
newspaper editors in Washington:., , i 

■' i‘YL;Havcifilled the 'yi*** .W>W 

of^^tKovsinisfeic.’fi^fes on .the 

•HaW printe;i< almost nothing abouM^, 

'fcfihg with; the travehof I 

.thei/lawful.'hc«Kions;..at,the>A^^^ 

Geiiefal’s;ihtj,ruih}ng the hyes orth^ 

t' sSndsvbn the Basis of: hearsay;afc the P<^ 

1, .OfHcejDepain^att- Mving 

. aml^Aristdpiianw;; at th^StatC; 
hi^t adding the; name ofe.Corsi to those 
of -Divies-^d;Service: and cound^ . 

, others;Sed;iKc'Blackr^.spi^^^^^ 

Tdiislrf. mergings Avjth^! proposals sthat , 

I i^ericanl^C^mmunistS!,should,be starv'd 

5 SS.- Liicn' 

I thexry of JiftK:Am«dment Oiminunis^Y 
ty'dii li^with^ roaming the land.. ^ - 
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In view ofVtKd'foKgoing, 

i„L trr^lkc thai-a man likerHutchins « 

handediS15,000^ to f 
oW<..<eeS fiti- Only a.few. of-our greats 

indulmes can afford that kind of:an a^, 

propiiatioii for advertising^;- compam^. 
General. Motors, Anieri«m 

Sfand Stahdaf Oa: Evem 

'AIototvCompanyj^he.sourcc.pt^ 

?slush'fundr spends^ no, more, to ,sell. 
Tords, Alercur^s.and Lincolns it]turnSi,pur* 
*'C6risiderihg the tremendousrvolume of 

in advertising; you get somendea ot how ^ 
much.brainwashing Dpe 'Hutchins can- aCr 
comoiish t>^:spreading\aU ta^-cxemp^ 
niaiions; iSnong; 

thiT^academlc^propaganda ficld.^ ^py thy |v 

tL'nt he may not be able to,prove-tha 
W acEis.white, but HeVdoihg.apte^ goo< 

]ib of semng undiinking .American, thj 

, ]'i aiiha^jfe-diisJeaHjti^^ 
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SUBJECT: 


W. C. Sull: 


feOMMUNKM, LIBERTIES 

By Samuel, A^touffer 

Published by Doubieday and Company, Inc., New York . 1955 
INTERNAL SECURITYC / . . : 



Tioterrowd. 
TcIc/RW _ 
Hoffo&A. 


^ ' t * ^ 

I - , Set forth for the Directorinformation are somje commits on, 

; quotations from, the, above-captioned book which is the^first really basic 
analysis of Communism maide^^dihe Ihmd for the. Republic, Inic.*. 



PURPOSE: 








The purpose of this book is-to examine in some depths the reactions 
of Americans to (1) the Communist conspiracy outside the. United States ^d 
(2) the Communist conspiracy inside the United States asithey both existed 
in 1954. ^ Q to.' 

METHODOLOGY : 

The methodolo^ used in citing the book in question consistsjof 
surveys, polls of public opinion, use of questionnaires and interview^ 

t:’ ' ..... ^ 

SCOPE: V 

-- ' - - , I , 

5, 000 average, America citizens were surveyed plus 1^ OOp^ocal * 
community headers, *1maMng a total df;6, 500 persons who were, util^d iiiy 
•securing in%rmatidmfor the book. In doing this; 500 interviewers.-were ' 
employed fj^in twomational research agencies, thfe Anierican Institute of 
Public Opinion (Galiiip. Poll),* andtthe National Opinion Research Center of . 
Chicago University. . - 


o.:., 


CONCLUSIONS: 


h 


•' f 



Some oLthe more iiriport^t conclusions reached in this book are as 

“^T- recorders 

( 3 ) ^ O.CI ® 

1 - Belmont ' ' ,' 

Section tickler/^ - ^INDEXED • & 
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Memorandum to Mr. A.H. JBelmont from W. C. Sullivan 


(1) j‘For the purposes of the present study, the most significant 
I finding is the absence o f striking evidence of deep personal 
" concern among the majority about either the Communist 

threat or the threat to civil liberties. Even among the 
community leaders, personal, family, and business, problems 
clearly take high priority among their anxieties, along "with 
other worl^, national, and local issues. ” (pp. 74 - 75) 

(2) ”... only 5 % of the community leaders and only 2 % of the 

national croSs-section say, even on a check-list question, 

i that they are personally ’much' bothered about i’ 
infringement of their right to speak their minds? ... the 
vast majority do not experience a, serious assault on their 
civil liberties.” (p. 82) 

”... a picture of the average American as a person vd.th'the 
jitters^ trembling lest he find a Red under the bed, is 
clearly nonsense. There may be such Americans, but 
they are very few in number. Moreover, very few have' 
experienced any personal threat to their freedom of speech 
or are really worried about the threat to civil liberties in 
general. They take freedom for granted....” 

”Of course one must not draw the inference ... that the internal 
I \ Communist menace or the chipping away of civil liberties 
j j , does not constitute a serious problem merely because the 
* general public is not deeply anxious about either of these 
problems. ” (pp. 87 - 88) 

(3) ^'A quite convincing case can be made for the proposition that 
the most .lethal danger facing America today, from internal 
Commiinists is their potentiality for sp3dng or, above all, 
for crippling sabotage in case of war. Yet the vulnerability 
of communications, bridges, tunnels, ports, factories, etc., to 
sabotage is apparently not the main threat in people's minds. 

In any event, it was seldom verbalized in this survey, as 
. indicated by the fact that only-8 % mentioned anything that 
j could be thus catalogued. What was on the minds of a much 
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Memorandum to Mr. A.H. Belmont from W. C. Sullivan 


larger number was the danger of Americans today becoming 
converts to Communism or Communist ideas . They saw 
perils of subversion of our youth in schools and colleges 
and of adults such as workers in factories) Negroes^ and 
other minority groups, government employees, etc. fe. 160) 


(4) ’’The findings.. -. emphasize further the remoteness of the 
Commimist threat from the personal experience of most 
Americans. ” (p. 182) 


(5) 


”.. At is the better educated people who, though alive to the 
dangers of Communist subversion, are'the most tolerant of 
the^rights of all people to express their ^ews. ” (p. 217) 


(6) There are four main foijces working on the side of tolerance 
in the United States today. These forces are: (a) the increase 
in the number of persons being educated and the improvement 
' ia the quality of the education given; (b) the increase in the number 
of individuals and families leaving the areas in which they were 
born to travel about and live in other sections of the Nation, 
thereby becoming more broad and cosmopolitan in their outlook; 

(c) the phenomenal growth in-commimications; and' (d) the 
fairness, soundness and traditional- common sense of Americans, 
(pp. 221 - 224) 


C7) 


Qf the averse persons interviewed as to whose opinion they 
would especially respect on how‘ to handle United States 
Communists, (a) 27 % said S. Edgar Hoover; (b) 24 % said 
President Eisenhower; (c) 8 % said Senator McCarthy; 

(d) 14 % mentioned other persons; and (e) 27 % did not know. 
;(p. 230) 


( 8 ) 


Of the community leaders interviewed as to whose opinion they 
would-especially respect on how to handle United States Commimists, 
(a) 52 % said J. Edgar- Hoover; (b) 16 % said President Eisenhower; 
(c)- 5^ said Senator McCarthy; (d) 20 % mentioned other persons; 
and (e) 7 % did not know. (p. 230) 
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Memorandum to-Mr. A.H. Belmont irom W. C. Sullivan 


OBSERVATIONS: 

On the surface of things, one could,npt say that this very important 
book of the i\md for the Republic, Inc., is pro-Communist, pro-Sopialist, 
“soft” toward'Cdmmunism, opposed to national security or critic^ df the 
FBI. On the surface of* things, it seems like an honest inquiry. The author 
goes so "far as to say: 

“A book like this should be read with just as critical an eye as 
a book based solely on impressions garnered her e^ and there 
unsystematically. In the present study, impressions can be. 
checked by actual counts based on scientifically selected samples, 

^d therein lies much of its significance. But there will be times 
when the author necessarily offers his interpretation of what 
these counts meaii, ^dthis interpretationlmay be wrong. The 
author has tried earnestly to be objective — to keep his own 
convictions about the danger of assaults by both Communists and 
anti-Communists npdn.the dignity .^d freedom of the.human spirit 
from coloring)his judgment as ah‘ analyst ^d reporter; Yet 
unconscious bias-can occur. Readers will and should watch 
for it and supply their own correction^factors in interpretation;^’ 

(p. 24) . 

to.spite.df all this,'when one probes beneath, the siirface.of tMngs 
and weighs and cohsiders the intangibles, it. pr ovokes a . certain uneasiness 
about the underst^ding and motivation of the- author;. My reasons for . 
sa 3 dng this are: (i) the presence of c'ertain ambiguous overtones, hints, 
insinuations and iniplications^concej^ning a -v^despread trend tpw^d the 
violation of civil rights caused-by .incorrect anti-Communist methods; 

(2) the dubious distinction the author' makes; about the desirabilitv of being, 
tolerant of ribnconformists (among whom,he includes Comnm nistal while not 
ne^essarily .giving approval to; all their ideas and practices; (3) the statement 
that educatedpeople are mpre tblerant 6l Communists than the mieducated 
coupled ■v^th the sly implication .that many more persons should be educated 
and properly informed; (4) the use of questionable assist^ts and sources 
used in prep^ing the book; (5) the odd-phrasing of some inquiries made in 
I the que'stipnnaires used; (6) the author’s associ'atipn with alleged Communists, 
' pro-Communists and Communist influenced organizatipns; and (7) the 
. fpllowing naive or deliberately false statement made by the author: 
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Memorandum to Mr. A. H. Belmont from W. C. Sullivan 


’•It is doubtful whether any Americans, except for the small core 
of Communists and a scattering of right-wing Fascist extremists, 
believe in or preach political dictatorship. It is likevdse doubtful 
whether any but a handful of disciplined Communists favor or 
advocate the domination of the world by Russia. The overt or 
covert advocacy of restriction of civil liberties is actually seen 
more often among the professional anti-Communists than among 
American Commimists, who for tactical purposes profess zealous 
concern for rights which are, of course, denied in Russia. ” 

(p. 167) 


The comments set forth here do not constitute a book review, 
was done on this book April 22, 1955, (fHe number 100-407113V18). 


One 


The comments set forth here have been made to illustrate and 
accent the sublety, slipperiness, nebidosity and double-sided approach of 
the Fund for the Republic, Inc., manifested in most all of its written works 
and activities. This procedure creates a position for the Fund which is 
easy to defend against attackers and difficult for a critic to catch precisely 
with words and pin do^ decisively without weakening qualifications. 

The file reviews on some individuals connected with the Fxmd or its 
work appear to consist of more convincing, specific and factual evidence 
than does the literature the Fund has turned out or recommended to date 
for public consumption. IN SHORT, the actions, the deeds of these 
individuals are more revealing than their printed words. When studied as 
a whole, they tend to form a questionable pattern which will be brought out 
clearly in the monograph now under preparation. 


RECOMMENDATION: 
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UNITED^^i-f-KS^GOVERNMENT 


TO 


DIRECTOR, TDI 


DATE: 9-34-^^ 


FROM : V SACySAN IRAIICISCO (105-3^4)) 

SUBJECT: W^^O T E RmSNT-S ECl ff'PrY PR O- 

^GRAJ<I BY'STANPORD laff RE;7 ^,v- 

MWI I ^ .■ ' -■l»' ~ _JC. 


■STANF(BD, 

Ig-=T—* 


CALIFORNIA 




/ 



i » 



Re San Francisco airtel, dated July 29‘, 1955> 
that I ~l former Special Ag ent, presently 

Officer. I I California, advised 

that his firm had received a letter dated July iU> 1^5^> from 
CARL SPAETH, Dean, School of Law, Stanford University, Palo 
Alto, California', advising that the Stanford Law Review was 
making a study of the operation of the Government's security 
program. This letter stated tha-ji this study vras being under¬ 
taken insofar as the Governmenii security i>rogram requires that 
Government contractors and their employees be cleared ■I'fhen 
their v/ork involves access to classified Information. The,: 
letter stated, that representatives from the Stanford Lav; School 
did call seeking material for the aLove article. 


[ 


^advised on August 1^, 19^5^ that he had received 


a telephone call from a representative of the Stanford Law 
School requesting an immediate appointmentfor intervievdng in 
connection with the above study. He stated that the call had 
^ come to him just prior to the annual tvra vreeks vacation of the 
** 1 H and that he had so informed the callen 

I'i-' and suggested that an appointment be arranged for some two 
vreeks subsequent. The caller i ndicat ed that this appoin};ment 
could not be made and thereupon I I advised that he would have 
no comment to make concerning the above program. 


I did advise that, he felt thatf 
Officer,.: 


S Security 
liforhia. 


b6 

b7C 

b7D 


would be able t,o furpish» additional information concerning the 
above study'being undertaken by Stanford University. 

/, 9 fx 

FRE/ms y 7 /lo /\ - 
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^cc SF .135-159 
cc Boston (Info) 


1 Hr/'-‘'^h'iAipi:1?BGisaERED 
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SF 105-3560 

FHS/ks.-- : 


%V 

■/s 


, - 


[ 


]:ad^^sed o?j Augi^ist 3L9> 1955^ ^hai ho had boon 


approachqd by rppcesGntahivbs of the Stanford laTr Schooil^ in 
cbnnoction-Tdth the above study of the Goverjt^nt^S seearity > 
progra;n, which v.ns being undertaken by the Stanford law’Review, 
conversation with these representatives, he stated that. he. 

_ had .learned that funds for- the abOS^e stud? had been fuyt^shed - 
by the Ford Fund for the Republic. - Ke stated that the/dthi:^-'- 
^ T/as -beir:|< undertalren. by three' graduate studsnts> two'-of whoa' 

; vrere froatho S'^Janford .baw School and.,one frba the Earvard^riaw 
Sch ool. He identified these jtudentf! .as bcihg I [ 


and 


__Jd’oron the Stanfor4- law Scjibol, and' 

- ■ . .__ J pf th e.Harvard l aw School. Hd stated it was 

% understanding that | I was the project'leader of this 

/^udv- •\dibn. first undertaken bv thea-durinp- the n-fdfnA •»«««*+. 


'tbw fajsst undertaken by .thea-during the middle wof August, 
butvas call ed into the Aruy and that l ' ~ 

_ I Stanford University, reblaced l I ar ’ 

•prOgeCt leaden, |_Istatod that in conversation with the 

rt _I Hi 1 » r I 


above graduate- students and-iater rdthf 


4 .ho 


hud been ^VontO understand that the above study waS-undeitaken 
by Stanford University and the- law Review pn the -proviso that 
the result^ of the, study-To^M he published in the Stanford law 
EevieiiT without prior-editing, by. representatives of the Ford-Fund 
for the •Espublic*; ^ ‘ ' 


[ 


^stated that it Was bis impression that "the above Students 


bfo 

hlC 

:b7D 


in the.ir -Study were actually interested, in. the question of 
industrial security and that they^ntoro taking an objective approach 
in this-study,. .He stated that questions ducted to him i?cro ’ 
concerning the reaction of security ^officers in private industry 
toT^rd the discevoay of derogatory inf^mati6n« concerning-a liosr, ■ 
^qtiyo 'employee* "In pursuance t.n this question^ they also •- 
: inquired whether an undergreund cxistei botveen the security ' • ' 

-qlficers of various industrial facilities ’i^.eroby there woidd be‘ - 
a tendency anoag security officers to, blackball employees chould 
derogatory information develop^ They also inquired-if the security 
p'Qgram end it a. application in- the fie ld of industrial security was 
^5-v'flegal practice. I I stated that they inquired 

be of assiGt*?- 



-[ 


that) |of[ 


1 and r 


T 


, the ittpresSiOn 
i, iorcferly with the.' 
San .iranCisco,. 


uaiirorrfa, and presently Assistant Securi-hv Officer with'l^-1 

U__,___) Qaliforniq, had boon contacted 

In this regard. ^ - 


b6 

b7C 

b7D 









I H steted jbh.a% -ha had heeji assured ■fchat a -copy of i>he 

proposed aHicle^. which would appear la' the Stanford iawBeyiew, 
would he subnittad to him prior to publication. He stated that 
he would mke tM-s prepublication, article available-to the Sail 
Francisco, Off ice i ' _ ' ■ -= 


1^ ____l 4 dvi§ed oh^August 

' 19 195 % that ho* had beep approached by representatives, of'the, - 
Stai^ord law Eeyiew Ijn 'connectioh with a study being undertaken- 
regarding the Gaverns^nt^a security irograsi. ' He stated that 
the graduate studepta Conducting tjiis .stu«isr had advised him -that 
' Stanford iav{ Sphooi had -various -Studies J^ich could bo undertaken 
by graduate students for practicaUvraihing and e^periGhcCi';' 

Ihey , explained that before they r^da their selectloh'j the .choice 
' of toid.dal ms .linit ed-ahd they? thereforei had debided hpori. tbe 

, above, _Istated-that he .gathered the imi^essioh,’ frO^ 

. talking to these stddents. that they considoredthi'S' jas eh’ 
educational assignment, and ipparently wore taking, a factual, 
approach tp the,.-sUhpecti . Ho stated that the ’gcneBtione directed 
: to hit .dbricerned primarily the procedural steps undertaken hv the 
' 'Western Personnel Xhdnstriai Security Board ,ahd for .approach to 
' the pro^eniof hearings^ etc*, concerning’ Perso ns agai nst whom 
derogatory ihforn^tion fas dpveipped. it Was I B impression 
. that there was no. hies in the approach of these students to this . 
question. - - . . ' ■ 

■Of interest is an “article which appeared in the ••San Francisco 
- News,M n daily newspaper^ for Au^st 22, X99$, pn Page 3, Columns 
t and c. This article is captioned,. I'Stanford. Oiven Pond for 
. AAti~Red.H%^idence .I^db,e.vt The-article-dtates: , .... ^ 

’ we believe ail the witneSs.es/T&o testify af'ainst ■ 

Saspectbd Gojkihnists'f - " ” ' * 

«TQ'find the answer to that qaestioh, raised, recently 
.Then anti-Goamuhist vitnesp fervoy lhtusoY( repudiated 
his testimonyj Stanford ITniverSity will begin a '* 
■§25^00G research project* ’ ' ■ . 

i%c.-money was Ranted by-the Fund for th© Beptiblie, a 
* thrco^year-old organisation with a l^-miilioh-doXlar 
reserve from the Ford Foundation.” ' . - - - - 






■SF 105-3^60 


f/ith respect, to thS study, the article states that ^OB^ET * 
■MAHIARD HUTCHIl'IS, forrser Gj^cellor of the tJ^iversity of 
Chicago and Jc^esident of thd JVind> proposed, that the study 
. at Stanford Jaw Schooi “asseisble the statepenta of the tiiost 
iRipprtpnt of these witnesses, then fake an objective analysis- 
an^.pritiqa^' suimar^ of them.” .' ; 

The indices of- the San-tranciscb: Office- ebntairied »nQ .rano^ 

0^1 I ‘ 


One coi^ -of this letter has been desig nated for t he informa¬ 
tion of the Boston pffice^ inasmuch, aa | b vas _ 

' reportedly a gradytater student of the ifarvard haw g chool I I 


£ 


In the' ovent 
prfOf to ,pub' 

will be furnished, to t^o Bureau. 


__ receives a copy of' the study 

cation in the Stanford layf Review, the same 


. The .above ^ndividnals are reliabio aburc.oS' of office and - 
all inddfries T>7ere ;made in .a .most: .discreet .mdnner in order , 
that the Bvn^au.?b intd^st in this, matter ’itoui^ not be- revealed. 
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Mr> Hiciiois 


.M. A.', Xones- 


Se|>tem1>er Z9, 
X95k 




:?‘UIiTO>J'LEY^^ ait. 
ilADIp BROADCAST 
7:06 p.m.,. SEEH^MBER .ZSf, J^55 ^ 

iunhis r^aio broadcast oaStetion WT/bc. at 7:00. p..xa.<, 
Septezziber ^9,, 1955,= Mt^ Lewis; stated tibat.the| orgazzizatipn. For. 
-^^3ierica» ,{headed.by Dean piaxenceJ^falzionr fonnerly p£.|^6'tre. bazzle-^ 
and.Gezieral.Robert 'TSTpod,. the Ixpsd of Sears Rpebuclc Coznpany.)! has, 
beezx ycfused tax-free status by the Bureau.of^tern^ .Revehub/ on .the 
grpuhds; that Eox America engages'in poHticaVhctiyities. In.this 
;’^«gard,, For" Ainerica bas beezt sc.tive inproznpehg.the Bjicker Amend- 
Q ment and in the 'campaign to'.cut c^awn on Goverhznent' 'spending^ 

^ According to bewisv. General. Wood saiAbe wiB. appeal ib^xuling 

.and.pointed:out that;:thdAttanttc;IJhion. whipb opposes the-Bricicer A tne nd- 
nibnjjbas been graij.fed;tax exeznpMpm^ i3ad^^t.ithe',Amen^eht;is not: 
legislation'anyway;-^; - . 

«'•’ i'Mr»' ,Le;^s .then< stated that d^o Internal Revenue Bureau, 
denjis e^empitipn to For Aznerica but perzaits-tihe Fuzid For The Republic 


QJ, constant md cbhcezitrated' campaign fb; pppula:rtze all the thikgs which the x 

0 ^^^^'^^”9®^trplleb j[.^ericans For bezdocratic Action) of the Democraa'c 

^ ^C^Fhrty vdU,caznpazgii,ohirozn her'e.pn.out., Tf that's pot poUtidalvacti'va^, 



^ ^ t— d’d like to. know. 

. ^ Q RECOMMENDATION: None; .^or information.. 

cc hJMxv ,Nichols. . , . 

cc Mr; Boardtnsm ‘ , 

cd j^i^lr; .Beimozit: ^ - 

lU<cc VFuhd For Repabiig File .U66?-391.b97V 



Tolsoo 
Bbardn»n 
Nichols 
Belmont ^ 

Bwbo_ 

Mohr,:^_: 


'GWG:zneb / 

.(8), ' 


'Parsons 

Rosen 

«Tsmm‘ 

Sizoo 
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'SoTbecoSR®® ■ 

^-yg OCl iO l9V5 



VintcxTOW(__ 

Tele. Rooffi 
Holloman, 
(kndy 
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WX #1 


O 0 

office l^moranditm ^ otited state^overnmbnt 


Mr. Nic' 


OM t M. A. J 




' > 


tf/aui s;^pf.i?fnbo>4,30 
1.955 j 
{ 

\*J I 


T«U«« „..... , u:CC 


SUBJBCT: 




$tXoo - 

FULTON LEV/IS, JR., BROADCAST i 

SEPTEMBER 30, 195S I 

On this date Mr. Lems stated that m e Fund For The /Lh^' 
Republic, Incorporated, will open up a full->£ledged WasMngton office , 

I 'next Monday at 18S(0 Jefferson Place, Northwest, He advised that in \ | 

charge of this office will be Adam T^tolinsky the 32- / '—n, ' 

year-old lawyer whom the Fund hired for case ^{.udies*^ffc»^l personnel'A 
security. He remarked that information for tltese csijie studies was 
gathered from the individuals and their attorneys, although ho hitdfh^ ^ A {A 
information as to .what was in Government files, and admitted it. 4 j--i» 

Mr. Lewis continued that tlie invasion of Wasliingfon progresses to 
I the geographical stage, and tiiat makes the pliilospphicaf invasion 
•tmuch easier. U 

RECOMMENDATION ; None. For information. . 

• cc - Mr. Boardman 

cc - Mr. Nichojs '‘"'W 

cc - Mr. Belmont «aL3 

cc - Ford Foimdation Research File y . I "vt 

cc !• Fund For The Republic (100-391)^97^ ^ 

^ y “ 

JRH:meb ^>C ^ 3f/ 
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’ NOT RECORDED , J 

'__ M10DT 12 1955. t ! 
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m, IVfomkttm cmkl^Amt Septemb er 
HEREIS IS l!«CL.\?SiFISB 
EXCEPT WKERSSHO'jW 
OIHJ^VISS 




'niBjEcr; THEODORE DRAPER, was; 

^ CLIN TON LTT^^SITER; 

O FUND FOR^THE REPUBEIG,., INCORPORATED 

According Nt‘ iriXe^ype 9-S7-55^. [ja y Lovesfone hUk 
learned that Earl Browder employed as consultant by Fund for the 
Republic, and hired by one Draper (Theodore Draper), who works^ 
unde r Clintor^ARo^iter of Cornell University for FundJJ The 
pirector asked T^l^^liat do we know about ^Draper and RossiterP" 


There^,i^^ttached d-page detailed memo on Draper prepared 
from file revrC^ on him. Briefly, Theodore Draper is on the Fund's 
committee to make study of Communist influence in American life 
and i's preparing "History of the Communist Party in the U,S, 
(1919-1945)Draper born 9-11-18, Brooklyn, N,Y,, and graduated 
Brooklyn College 1933, Served U,S, Army 1943-46, He was 

I affiliated with Communist Party (cp) ^'Dailv Worker" as-Assistarpb 
Foreign Editor 1934-36:- was Foreign Editor of Communf 
"New Masse'S.,!^ 1936-1939; contributed to yublication * 
l939f72and did rewT^te work for J^ussian Tass News Agencw 
' with -l^New Masses," Has deniea CP me 
"ff>nom travfiller"' and gp 

}^ Gommunism dtipfowinately 194t. ^ _ _ 

Draper, ass'j.sting, in. Jfuna por Republic study, had extensive)f 
intervi ews .with Earl Browder, former head CP, USA, IrU^ormdnp 
paid Browder used as consultant, but would not give sp^ific '" 

'data on individualsj just theory, 




Clinton L, Rossiter 


\ 

a Professor of Covernmen-§j''’’’^f \ ^ 
N, Y,, is directing Fund for f 5 



I 


Cornell University, Ithaca 
Republic study on influence of Commu nipjm in American life 
Rossiter not investigated bv Bureau 




(cited by AG). Cornell Untvers,f:typpjf}p€j[i ^na^caves^ ^ 

pf^ j Rossiter did not desire to use ex--CP members but felt they 
^ fu n 7 CIS sources for Fund study ^ *^r>P7''/n:npn¥: dn^.n 


y foMW 

Bnolosure 


iDEXED - 43 
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nminr- ' ** 

j,fjLv.ul3^1697 

\ - 61-1892 ZC 

' VV^V* ^ 100-368391r- 

Mr, J., R, Brown., Room 7637 
^ PlIB:bob:skwJJ 


other-pertinent data 

Referral/Consult 








Memorandum for Mr, Boardmdn 



ACTIONi 


None, For your information. Our data concerning 
Bossiter furnished AO on 1/28 and 3/10^55, Bata re Draper 
and others connected with the Fund is presently being 
compiled for dissejaination to the Attorney General and Rogers^ 
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September 9j 1955 


THEODORE DRAPER, was^ 

Theodore Dubinsky 
Teddy Dubinsky, Theodore Repard 
FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC 



According to the annual report of the Fund for the 
Republic^ Theodore Draper, New York City, ty on the Fundus 
committee to make a Study of Communist Influence in American 
Life and is to prepare a "History of the Communist Party in 
the U.S. (1919-1945)." 

No investigation of Draper has been conducted by 
the Bureau. 


RESULTS OF 0-2 INVESTIGATION: 

m 1943 while he was a private in the United States 
Army he was investigated by G-8. G-2's investigation developed 

that he was affiliated with the Communist Party; had been a 
rewrite man and copy reader for the "Daily Worker" (east coast 
Communist newspaper); was once employed by "New Masses" (cited 
by Congressional Committee); had been connected with the 
Russian Tass News Agency; and had received Communist literature 
through the mail while in the Army (100-368227-1) 

TESTIMONY BEFORE EXECUTIVE SESSION OF THE JENNER 
COMMITTEE. MAY 17. 1954: 


Draper, who gave his address as 11 West 95th Street, 
New York City, testified that he had been a member of the 
‘National S-budent League (cited by a Congressional Committee) 
in college and that in 1934 he met Harry Cannes, Foreign Editor 
■of the "Daily Worker" and became Cannes' assistant. Draper^-' > 
stated that he used the name Repard (Draper spelled backwards) 
while on the "Daily Worker," He left the "Daily Worker" in 
1936 and went to "New Masses" as Foreign Editor until 1939, 
Draper stated thaf he was never a member of the Communist Party 
but until 1941 followed the Communist Party line and described 
himself as a "fellow traveler," 




MSCole :1mm .r-nri v, 

(9) _ 

100-391697 (Orig) 

100-368287 (Yellow)^^' 







INTERVIEW WITH AGENTS OF NEW TORK OFFICE. 
AUGUST 30, 1954 : 

Backpround: - 


Draper' stated that he was borntTheodgre Dubinsky 
on. September II, 1912, in,^rgoklynj New York, and subsequently 
had his name changed to Dpjiper gn September 19} 1932, ^Ee ' . 
attended \ohe year at the City College of New York, subsequently 
changed to Brooklyn College, Brooklyn, New York, from which he 
was graduated in 1933 with a Bachelor of Science degree. He 
was inducted into the United States Army in September, 1943, 
served^ in the European Theater of Operations and was discharged 
during the Summer of 1946 as. a. Second Lieutenant, 

Affiliations with the Communist Movement : 

Youhp ■: Peonies Socialist League (YP3L ) t' 

Draper stated that he became affiliated -.with- the 
YPSL ^axx±lxxs^)xc^xwf irtNxa:xEaBtiajpg:w±apxkxSa:ccimlip:sibx'se^ 
ky:xkbxxAiiikxxoxx^x&xxxmc^’Wh'en he was approximately 15 years 
of age and' because^ of the nocialistic and progressive influence 
of his family, - :He stated thgt jiis family had been employed in the 
garment trades in New York Cit^y. and their domin^t. political 
philosophy was Socialismi _ Both he. and his family were readers 
of the peri;:gdical0 "FoTward," -tJie: official organ of the YPSL, 

He continued, that Jie was never an actual member of the YPSL 
but did attend meetings of the jorggnination in Brooklyn and 
particirpated in :ppliticdl discussions centered around the 
sociaiistic viewpoint and continued in his affiliation for 
some time beyond his actual participation, Hetween his 
activity it'the YPSL. arid the time- he became* aff iliated with 
the .-Communist movement there'wlis a gap in his life during 
which he was politically' inactive^ 

Draper stated that during fits, first year q§- the 
City. College of New York he* became politically identified 
with theifCommunist movement rather than the Socialist movement. 

He stated that previous to that time he had been d passive 


0 


0 


adhereni: to the Communist Party 'tenets but then became 
actively interested in the movement* **■ 

"Daily Worker^' : 

^ ~4 

As indicated above Draper testified he was 
affiliated with the "Daily Worker" as Assistant Foreign 
Editor from 1934 to 1936* 

T 

Draper stated that his activities on behalf of 
the "Daily Worker" were prompted' hot through Coimunist'Party 
membership but rather through liis feeling of accord wi-ph-the 
Communist Party movement* He ‘said he was not at any time a 
member of the Communist Party and that he never held any 
Communist Party position -of any nature.. He added that at 
no time'had” he attended meetings or paid dues to the. Communist 
party* He said that-this was prompted aJ0st entirely because 
of the fact that all of the "Daily Worker'fc,'’, employment'was the 
same as attending Communist. Party meetings in that the dogmas 
and tenets pf the f^riy were constantly stated and restated 
throughout the course, of his employment. He said that, his 
Job was primarily tOj rewrite 75. p^r cent of the news appearing, 
in ^tPhe Hew York Times" to slant/toward the Communist Party 
line for publication in the "Daily Worker*'^ 

"Hew Hasses ": - ■ ‘ ■ 

Draper stated thdy *^lfew. Masses" (of which he was 
Foreign Editor from 1936 to 1939)'carried out approximately 
the same policy as the "Daily Workery" however^ it was 
designed for the intellectuals prtdr to the. time that 
intellectuals were .^accepted into the Communist Party, He 
stated he split with' "Hew Masses"' when they refused to print 
.one of his articles and his split with the Party came dii • 
approximately 1948 (per testimonyj the date was 1941), He 
said that the last of his illusions concerning the Party 
were dispelled. upon> the/s’'e:isure of power .in Csechoslqvakia* 

Communist' 

"China Today"* 

Draper stated that while he was an employee of 
"l/ew Masses" his' first article was oji China and was accepted 


^ 3 ^ 






t 


by "the publioa-bion "China Todayy" (cited by the California 
Committee on Un-American Activities),: Draper stated he was 
too busy to contribute regularly to this publication and he 
was not fully qualified to write on JLsiatic problems since 
his oo'noerny educatipnj train^ngj and observations were 
primarily with the continent of Europe., He said further 
that he knew'' ofhho connection between the Communist Tarty 
and "China Today," 

It is noted:..that he^afings before the Senate 
judiciary Committee on'the Institute of Pacific Reldtions- 
reflect an ewhibity "China Today^" February'^ 1939j issue, 
which lists Theodore Draper among the contributing editors, 

(10.0^64700-1210)' 


•Tass News- Agency : ' 

* ^ 

Draper advised 'that he was employed by the Tass 
Hews. Agency approximately 3 months after his break with 
"Neio- Masses, " during which time he did rewrite work taking 
information from "The Hew York Times" and slanting it for 
publication by Tass., He stated he was unhappy doing th}s 
because duringi his- relationship with Tass he was ideologically 
’-off basef' with the Party and voluntarily left after 3 months. 
He added, he, was specifically instructed iDhil’e at Tass hot 
to attend any Cojmunist Party meetings, 

With regard to the above information as furnished 
by Draper', the October 11, 1931, editioji ‘Of "Hew Masses" 
reflects that he ^was on the editorial sto^ff, TJie Office of 
Hgvdl intelligence on August 31, 1942, furnished the Hew 
York Officp information to the effect that Draper had been 
identif ied as a known member of the Communist Party as was. 
his wife, Dorothy Sain (from whom he'was divorced, in 1954), 
"The Hew York Times*) July 19^ 1945j is sue,.carried' .ah article 
ehtitled -"Army Uses Reds House Croup Told'pi*,:^'' which indicated 
that in private testimony before the House Military Affairs. 
Subcommittee by one H. Ralph Bertori, Theodore Draper, T/5, - 
Headquarters '84th Infantry Division, was former ^itor of 
"Hew Masses, " 


4 - 





Miscellaneous : 

J)raper staied at the time of his interview he loos 
currently engaged' in compiling for publication a history of 
the Communist movement and 'Hhat he believed' the first volume 
which bringsithe movement .up. to 1929 would be available for 
publication, in approximately 6 months. He said that because 
of this .he is an avid reader of the *’Daily Worker'^ and still 
receives great quantities of Commuii'^^ Party literature.. 

He added that he felt that he was/better versed, on the Communist 
Party, movement, but jstate.d that his ^aversion for the Communist 
Party and his ability to speak cogently concerning it was of 
no avail because of the fact that no Communist Party member; 
would approach him or associate with him,. 

it is npted that Bureau files reflect that as of 
September, 1954, Draper was the addressee, of numerous 
nonmailable Soviet publications, (100-^365088-^1793) 

Draper stated that he ^^^.f^r'eoently' given an 
extensive account of the appeal/yhe^.Communist Party, movement 
had for him to one Dr, Armand, d professbr,at Princeton 
university, which was to be incorporated into, a publication ' 
of the University to be erititled'J.. fAppeals of Cojmunism,.^^ 
and it was scheduled to be published, during September,. 1954, 

He added that he had been led to bej^ieve, that hip statements 
would be reproduced almost verbatim .and he believ.ed the 
interests of the FBI would be served by ^the acquisition of 
such a. book', ^ . , ' ' 

Draper stated that he\'had done addiiiongi wbrk 
bn a contributing basis foryShe publication ^^Fridgy’^ (cited 
by Congressional Covmitte.eJjdhd also the publication 'illew- 

Republic/J (dates not given),. 

* ' 

During the interview Draper .appeared cooperative 
and expressed a willingness to be further contacted after 
an approximate 6 months * period^ which would enable him to ■ 
complete his work on his history of. the Communist J^rty, 


0 
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Se added thaij he ourrerfbly toa'a viaking hia livelihood by 
doing reaearoh for Dr»- Max Aacolij Ediiior of *'The Beporter^’' 
(cited by the Cctlifornia Committee on un-American Aotiviea)* 

Braper'volunteered the information that hia 
brotherj Harold Draper^ alao "known aa Aaron Dubinaky^waa 
then Editor of ^'Labor Action, " -phe official organ of the 
Workera Party, which haa been'cited by the Attorney General, 

He alao. furniahed information regarding aubjecta of Bureau 
aeourity caaea about whom he waa queationejd* (100—362227—6). 

■Further Attemvta to .Interview Draper : 

On January 11, 1955, 0, John Rogge telephonically 
contacted the Hew fork Office and requeated that the Agenta 
who had previoualy interviewed hia client, Theodore Draper, 
get in touch with him to eatabliah an appointment for a 
future meeting, Rogge waa aubaequently telephonically 
contacted at which time he adopted an unfriendly attitude 
toward the Bureau^ indicating that he had had numeroua 
contacta with '^ 7 ?cpreaentativea of the FBX, and he felt 
ahould auch a contact be granted in the case of Draper 
hia client would be aubjected to a long period of queationing, 
Rogge'waa adviaed that auch was not the caae.ajid that Draper 
was being afforded an opportunity to provide a statement 
of his activities to representatives of the FBI* Rogge 
stated he would arrange for confirmation of a tentative 
interview which he set for January 20, 1955, in ±he Hew York 
Office, On January 12, 1955, Rogge telephonically contacted 
the Hew York Office and stated that after contact with 
Draper that his client felt that such an interview as 
contemplated by. the Bureau would produce negative resulta, 
Rogge cancelled- the appointment set for January 20, 1955, and 
expressed appreciation for the courtesies afforded by the 
representatives of the Hew York Office, (100-362227-11,... 13) 

OTHER IHFORMATIOH IH BUREAU FILES: 

On March 17, 1954, a representative of the Pasaport 
Office, State Department, furniahed an index and photographa 
of approximately 600 peraona who traveled to Ruaaia in the 
approximate period of 1930 to 1938, Draper*a name and 
photograph appeared in thia index, (100-202838-176) 
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Eedvings b6fove^ "the S6t}0>'be Judidovy Cpinniii/i/ee on 
■the Xna-bi-bute- of Pacific Relations held on March 88, 1958, 
reflected a letter 'written by Prederich 7". Field dated 
November 9, 1937, to Catherine Porter^ institute of Pacific 
Relations, in which.Jie said regarding.Draper, ,The fact ^ 
that he-is on the- board of the *hlew Masses f indicates- that 
he is a Communisi^ Whether he is. a member of the party or 
not I'haven ^t the least idea and I don^t oare»»* I know Draper 
fairly well and have had a number of long talks with- him* 

He is a little too agfessive and a little too dogmatic for 
many people 's, tastf* On the other hand he strikes me as 
having a first class mind and as being seriously interested 
in leaving ^journalism and cghcehtrating on a long term study 
of the par past'* ♦ ♦ • 

The same hearings reflect.-a recommendation in 
support of an application for a"Guggenheim Fellowship written 
for Theodore Draper, November 17, 1947', by Frederick F. Field,, 
-in-which Field stated/, that "Draper seems to have a first rate 
training in Marxism which whether or not it provides all the. 
answers for studying the American scene is .unquestionably 
^u'sef&l in- analysing the Far East*" Also reflected is a- 
letter from Field to Draper in which Field advised Draper 
that .he had strongly, endorsed Draper's candidacy for,a 
.Guggenheim Fellowship* (100-64700-1813) . ' 

on March 84, 1955* I \ of .unknown V ’ 

re:liability,/7Wb^ived' inf6rmation\f r6m Philip Jaffe, prihcipal 
advisoT^ to Earl Browder, former ^General ^Chairman of the-. ^ • 
./jomviunist Party, U*S*A*, .advised thq'b Theodore Draper had 
had extensive 'interviews with Earl Browder and th at Browder 
*had furnished him with much valuable inf6rmation*\ I 

advised that the Fund for the Republic had contacted Browder 
to use his services’-as a consultant for the comprehensive 
histo.ry of the American Communist Party tut that Browder 
was concerned*about the compensation he was to receive as 
he felt he would, be used for only a short time and that it\ 
would curtail the sale of books he was writing if he gave 
all of his information to others* On May 10, I955, | 
reported that Browder had been cooperative with Draper to 
the extent that he would talk about Communist theory but 
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he would not give any apeoific information about the 
Communist Party movement or about individuals in it* 

Bella Dodd, admitted former Communist Party member, advzaed 
on April 6, ,1955, that Browder had .some sort of small 
assignment,^ lasting 3 months' or so, with the Fund, for the 
Republic* (40-3798-724, 728, 73l) 
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United, states government 

^ ToUoa^ 

- " ^ ^ DATES October 1955^^^ 


Mr. W. M. MponejI^'A^, 


lOTjEcr: TELEPHONE CALL FROM ASAC J. D. JAMIESON 

AiBANYj. 9-3(>-55 


Mohr__ 

Pars^ 
Rosen;^ ■, 
Tamm* 

Slzoo- 

Tintcrrowd _ 
Tele. : 
Holloman — 
Gandy ....- 


This call involved explanations from the^ Albany Office 
per Bureau request as to whether Professor Clinton^ossiter, A/f 
C xjrhemn lae-g&itg. had been interviev;ed by Bureau Agents 
concerning the-Tund for the Repnbl jc and if so why and under 
what circumstances. Albany was also requested to advise 
that if he were not interviewed concerning the Piind, was he 
at anytime during the past 6 months interviewed for any reason 
whatsoever. 

ASAC Jamieson advised that Rossiter had been ^ 
interviewed on 2 Occasions, one of which though not concerned . 
with the Fund did contain conversatioh relating, to it. In 
order to adequately cover and .fully explore all the. possibilities 
connected with this interview*;, it was necessary that the 
circumstances of the interview be set forth fully. In order 
to dp. this, it was necessary to spend approximately 25 minutes 
in telephone contact with Albany. 


The writer is well, aware in the interest of economy 
long distance calls must be kept to a minimum. Hov/ever, in this 
case the seriousness of the matter required that the contacti-^ 
with Rossiter by Agents of the Albany Office be fully / 

explained. The writer regrets that the information could not>nai 
been obtained in a ‘shorter period of time and will make every 
ej^fort.-in the future to keep long distance telephone calls 
to; a minimum. ' 


-R 1 4- ^955 

cc-Mr. Belmont 

.Mr. Bland s _ 

5 2 OCT 191955 
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^mZOO - 

rOND K>R THE REPUBLIC WtKUtt K^ > 

FULTON LEWIS, JR. /' /^i -— 

BROADCAST Opyr)d Ttn' fv pi^bMC, 

OCTOBER 3, 1955 » 

Mr. Lewis toni^ devoted only.4 sm^ P^t 
broadcast to the Fund for i^^RepubUc. ^He 
an Assistant to thTPJ^ident of the Fund is one H^ck 

son ofPaul Hoffman, who. residing in Pasadena. 

and controversial figure in the Ar^ric^^e^dsJe^^C^Sffi^ee 
(AESCNV- This organization is connected with the Qu^er sect, 

Mr. Lewis indicated that he did not doubt the 

leaders; He notes, however, tlmt on pages 17 an^/^ ° . -c. a 

Report of the Fund it is indicated that on MayJ^955, the^Fun - - |- 

$150, 000 to the AFSC. In the words of Robe^pJj^hlns, tins gr f 
«ra« fftven because "Among those who suffer from unusual legal 
Sa^tto. axe lho.e who oonacienHously differ with prev^ent praobcea 
^^cle. The conacienttous objector to mlUtary aervice do^ 
fare very weU in thia country, nor doea the peraon wto 
oblects to taking »oath or to telling about the unpop^ 
wi acq.^tanc«. You may note that thia conaclentio^ objeckon 
buaii»«a ia moving into a pretty broad Held. In order » aaaiat 
loonacienttouB non-conformiata and to help eatablish toir g a^^ 

&d E m^e a grant to the American Frienda Service Comnu»e 
^iWiich vrfll UBO it to obtain legal representation in cases of eons<^c . 
^tigat^dubious points in the laiXd to 

mCfL^in certain instances. 'Imt. Lewis has m^cated tha^ie 
be^o bleated in finding out just whore thio grant hM gone, Md 
he^ b«^(Bng some "chasing down" of the money. To^rt^ gl^ 
ho win talk about where the nronqypjas^cge, and ho fo a 
matter will prove most interestog. ^ r, 

RECOMMENDATION: 

^ None. 

«' jktiiiltoricah Fi 
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jublic File (100-391697) *2 OCj/t^ 
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Hon, John F. X. HcGohey ^ 
Judge, U. S. District Court for j 
The Southern District of New York' 
New York, N. Y. j 


You recently received from us a reprint from the Congressional Record 
entitled "A Report on the Security Problem." This was not, as the title page 
'indicated, a report by a Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
j Government Operations'^but a statement by Senator Hubert H. Humphry 
inserted into the RecordSsy him in support of Senate Joint Resolution 21 

to establish a Commission on Government Security.^ Senator Humphrey 

/ : 

was the author of the Resolution and Chairman of the Subcommittee which 
held hearings on the Resolution and reported it to the Senate. 




f}on» John F« X* IIcGobey j 
Judge, U. S. District :ourt for j 
The Southern District of New Yor'it 
New York, N. Y. I 







Yoo recently received from us a reprint from the Congressional Record 
entitled "A Report on the Security Problem " This was not, as the title page 
indicated, a report by a Subcommittee of the Senate Committee/ on 
Government Operation/but a statement by Senator Hubert H, Humphrey ^« 
inserted into the Record oy him in support of Senate Joint Resolution 21 
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to establish a Commission on Government Security.] Senator Humphrey 
was the author of the Resolution and Chairman of the Subcommittee which 
held hearings on the Resolution and reported it to the Senate. / 





REPORT ON THE SECURITY PROBLEUI 


OONCLUniON 

The picture of the ovei -all security mecha¬ 
nism developed In the c< tuse of the subcom¬ 
mittee's consideration o; Senate Joint Reso¬ 
lution 21 Is a disturbing one. 'Most of the 
mechanism has been coi istructed only with¬ 
in the past decade* and in the same period 
of time the security problem haa become al¬ 
most a national obsesslm. In response to^ 
the very real peril to oiir national security 
stemming from the natu ^e of the Communist 
conspiracy, which stands ready to take ad¬ 
vantage of the slightest weakness in our se¬ 
curity armor, we have acted almost uncon¬ 
sciously, .and certainly without considered 
Judgment, in trying to reinforce and 
strengthen this armor We have con¬ 
structed a security me:hanlsm almost at 
random without regard to duplication and 
overlapping, without ret^ard to dollar cost, 
^thout any effort realty to appraise the 
nature of the peril and the appropriate 
defense against It, and without any real 
effort to achieve a loglcik, consistent pattern 
I o f effective security^ As pointed out above, 
the fact that the secur ity mechanism has 
evolved in this mannei, does not furnish 
cause for criticism of any person, persons, 
groups, *or organizations. We were attempt¬ 
ing! to cope with a nev and unique peril, 
against the pressures oi time, and the re¬ 
sulting security^ structi: re probably repre¬ 
sented the best which could be accom¬ 
plished under the clrcu nostances. 

There can be no doutt that the security 
mechanism viewed as a a hole (Including the 
espionage laws and other criminal statutes 
relating to security protection, the laws and 
regulations relaUng to cli iSslfleaUon. control. 


e probably repre- 
could be accom- 


Ion, the laws and 
dflcatlon, control. 


and protecUem of national defense secrets. 


and the programs for 


rlty Investigation 


and clearance of personbel generally) are 


less effective and efficient than they can and 
should be; cost far more than they should 
for actual security achieved; and afford far 
less protection for Individual rights than is 
possible without Jeopardy to security. 

I One of the most disturbing aspects of this 
situation is that all representatives of the 
Government defend the status quo even 
though they cannot Justify Its duplication, 
loopholes, ancunalies. inadequ^ies, discrep¬ 
ancies. Inconsistencies, and costs. Indeed, 
most of the Government witnesses appeared 
to learn of many of these problems for the 
first time when they were questioned about 
them before the subcommittee. There is 
little indication of any genuine awareness 
of or concern about these problems. It is 
doubtful, on the basis of testimony received 
by the subcommittee, that any single official 
of the Government is today capable of even 
d^rlbing, let alone understanding, the 
present conglomeration of sectirity laws, reg¬ 
ulations, and procedures found throughout 
the Government. 

It is imperative that the United States 
have a stringent, realistic, effective, and fair 
security system. But yre cannot lose sight 
of 1 the fact that any security program, if it 
gets out of control, carries with it a threat 
toj democratic, intellectual, and humanly 
tarian principles. While there is no indlcaT 
tipn that our present security mechanism 
has gotten out of control, there is also no 
indication that it is under effective and ra¬ 
tional control. ^ 

*nie time has come to take stock, to face 
the problem of seciuity with the maturity 
with which our democratic Goverximent and 
our people have faced grave issues of na¬ 
tional policy in the past. Let us assess the 
pehl which faces us and decide upon a 
coordinated, cohesive, rational security sys¬ 
tem which will protect our national secrets 
and our way of life. ; 


Security is not a partisan issue. The pres¬ 
ent deficiencies have not been caused or 
nurtured exclusively by either party, by 
either this or past administrations, or by 
either Congress or the executive branch. 
Rather, they {have been thrust upon us by 
the threat of Soviet imperialism and sub¬ 
version at a time when were were, as a Na-i 
tion, not fully prepared to meet the threat 
with complete wisdom and reason. It is not 
too late, however, to remedy our past errors^ 
There is much work to be done before the / 
security problem can be brought under ra¬ 
tional controll It requires extensive and 6b^ 
jective study | and analjrsis. A commission 
form-of inquiry, patterned after the Commis¬ 
sion on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government is the ideal means 
for coming toj grips with the problem, since 
it would enable representation by the execu¬ 
tive branch, tlie Congress, and eminent pub¬ 
lic citizens. It would also enable that calm, 
dispassionate consideration and recommen¬ 
dation. remov^ from the area of political 
controversy, which will command public 
respect and confidence, and provide needed 
reassurance to the American public In this 
era of security obsession. This would im¬ 
plement, and be wholly consistent with, the 
. recommendation of the Task Force on Per- 
\6onnel and Civil Service of the Commission 
on Organizatioln of the Executive Branch of 
the Government that an official inquiry and 
appraisal of tke personnel security problem 
- be undertaken I without delay by a panel of 
distinguished citizens whose Judgment can¬ 
not be questioned. The Commission which 
would be established under Senate Joint Res¬ 
olution 21 would, howevtf, have a broader 
function than I the study recommended by 
the task force since it would study aU phases 
M'® security, mechanism and not.only the 
personnel security program. 
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during the past 2 years coiaes from its prin¬ 
cipal architect, the Attorney General. 

On March 4, 1955, the P*esldent approved 
certain recommendations iubmitted by the 
Attorney General to Impiove the security 
progfram, which recommendations were based 
upon a study of the actual operating prac¬ 
tices \mder the program. Among the rec¬ 
ommendations of the Attorney General were 
the following: 

1. The statement of ch£ rges “should be 
drawn as speciflcally as po >slble. consistent 
with the requirements of piotecting the na¬ 
tional security*’ in consul :ation with the 
chief legal officer of the age ^cy. 

2. "MetictiJous care should be exercised In 
the matter of suspenslor of employees 
against whom derogatory Information has 
been received” 

3. A legal officer should be present at hear¬ 
ings to advise the Board on Drocedural mat¬ 
ters and to advise the employee, If he is not 
represented by counsel, as to his rights. 

4. Each agency head should periodically 
and personally review the list of persons 
made available by his agency for service on 
security hearing boards to a: sure that they 
are “persons possessing the h ghest degree of 
Integrity, ability, and good JiMgment. ” 

5. **Every effort should be made to produce 
witnesses at security board hearings to tes¬ 
tify In behalf of the Government so that 
such witnesses may be confronted and cross- 
examined by the employee, lo long as the 
production of such witnesses would not 
Jeopardize the national sccuilty,*’ 

6. All violations of law as d sclosed In the 
Investigations or proceedings iindcr the pro- 
gram should be reported Immediately to Uie 
Division of Iiiternal Security. ] department of 
Justice” 

Most of these principles leflect funda¬ 
mental elements of any ^ irell-concelved 
ec<*urlty program, and It woulu be shocltlng 
to find that any security program in the 
United States has been opeiatlng for 18 
months without full acceptance of and Im¬ 
plementation of at least these elemental 
SAfegxiards. Indeed, these prlcclples are in 
some Instances expressly stated In the De¬ 
partment of Justice's sampls minimum 
standard regulations, while ii i other In¬ 
stances they are implicit In these regula¬ 
tions. If operation of the secu Ity program 
during the first year and a I alf actually 
Indicated a necessity for issuance of these 
new recommendations, there Is i ndeed cause 
for great concern about operation of the 
sectirlty program, and It is difficult to con¬ 
ceive how any responsible Government offi¬ 
cial could say that the prograxi has gone 
exceedingly well. 

THE INDUSTRIAL SECURITY FllOGRAM 

In addition to the security program for 
Government employment, there are other 
programs for the security investigation and 
clearance of individuals employe ! in private 
industry who require access t > classified 
material. These programs affect even more 
Individuals than arc affected by the Govern¬ 
ment employees* security prograoa. 

The Department of Defense program, 
which affects some 2 million employees of 
private industry, does not rest u| on express 
or firm statutory foundation, bu primarily 
upon the Department's contracting author¬ 
ity. Defense Department contr ictors are 
required to agree In their contract i to estab¬ 
lish and maintain a system of security reg¬ 
ulations. The system Includes provision 
that only appropriately cleared x>ersonnel 
will have access to classified matter, and the 
Department of Defense has established re¬ 
quirements for security clearance for access 
to confidential, secret, and top-s<^cret ma¬ 
terial. A top-secret clearance is ] predicated 
upon a background investigation, and a 
secret clearance upon a national agency 
check. Confidential clearance Is gi anted for 
United States citizens by the contractor. 


rather than by the Department of Defense, 
on the basis of a determination that the 
Individual’s employment records are in or¬ 
der as to United States citizenship and that 
there is no Information known to the con¬ 
tractor which indicates that the employee's 
access to confidential information Is not 
clearly consistent with the interests of the 
national security. The Department of De¬ 
fense does not. however, establish more spe¬ 
cific standards or criteria for use by the con¬ 
tractors in carrying out this responsibility. 
If, however, the individual is an alien, a 
background investigation Is required, and If 
access to confidential restricted data la In¬ 
volved. clearance can be granted only by 
the Department of Defense on the basis of 
a national agency check. Where a con¬ 
tractor finds, before granting a confidential 
clearance, that there Is derogatory informa¬ 
tion raising a question as to whether the 
employee’s access Is clearly consistent with 
the interests of national security, the con¬ 
tractor apparently has the option of simply 
not employing the Individual in a position 
Involving access or of referring the case to 
the Department of Defense for a determina¬ 
tion as to eligibility for clearance. The ulti¬ 
mate standard for determination of eligibil¬ 
ity for clearance Is the same for all three 
categories of clearance, and Is identical to 
the standard for determining security eligi¬ 
bility for Government emplosrment under 
Executive Order 10450. 1. e.. that It is clearly 
consistent with the Interests of the national 
security. Moreover, the same criteria for 
making the determination as are employed 
under Executive Order 10450 are also em¬ 
ployed in the industrial .security program. 

Where doubt arises as to eligibility for 
clearance, the employee Is entitled to a hear¬ 
ing before a regional hearing board and to 
review by a central review board If his case 
presents novel questions or if the hearing 
board arrives at a divided opinion. The en¬ 
tire program is to be coordinated and super¬ 
vised, under recently adopted procedures, by 
a director, who In turn is responsible to the 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Focce. 

Although security clearance determina¬ 
tions by the Department of Defense are ex¬ 
plicitly stated by the Department to affect 
only the individual's right to access to clas¬ 
sified Information, and not his right to em¬ 
ployment by the contractor. It Is apparent 
that many employers will regard denial of 
security clearance as warranting discharge of 
the employee, just as the representatives of 
Dougals ^craft Co. testified it would do. 
This means that the industrial security pro¬ 
gram has a definite impact, directly or in¬ 
directly, upon the Individual's opportunity 
to earn a livelihood. It is, therefore, of the 
utmost importance that employees receive 
the maximum opportunity, consistent with 
the operation of an effective security pro¬ 
gram. to defend themselves and to establish 
their eligibility for clearance. We find, how¬ 
ever. that employees subject to the indus¬ 
trial security programs have been afforded 
no greater procedural protection, aside from 
the centralized review in some cases, than is 
afforded Government employees under Ex¬ 
ecutive Order No. 10450^ It would appear, 
therefore, that consideration should be giv¬ 
en to broadening the privileges available to 
these individuals at least to the extent sug¬ 
gested for consideration with respect to Gov¬ 
ernment employees. 

The Atomic Energy Commission has stat¬ 
utory responsibility and authority for secu¬ 
rity clearance of employees of its contractors 
and licensees, and all others, who are to have 
access to restricted data. AEG criteria and 
procedures for determining eligibility for se¬ 
curity clearance draw no distinction between 
such employees and AEG employees, and all 
cases are considered under the same AEG 
regulations. 


Although the Department of Defense htu 
apparently achieved a highly coordinated anc 
unified Industrial security program, there li 
no indication that there is any coordina¬ 
tion in this respect between the AEG and 
Department of Defense programs. In cases 
in which the AEC and the Department ol 
Defense both have a security interest In s 
particular plant, both would exercise inde¬ 
pendent security control and supervision 
There is, moreovei;. no indication that then 
is any Governmentwide attempt at coordina¬ 
tion of Industrial! security activities. Th< 
Assistant Attorney! General testified that th< 
Internal Security Division of the Departmeni 
of Justice does notjdeal with these activities 
and does not have, jurisdiction td review oi 
consider these programs. It Is difficult t< 
understand why this is so. in view of thi 
similarities between the Government em 
ployees* security programs and the Industrla 
security programs, and the fact that Individ 
ual rights may be ; even more substantial!: 
affected by the latter programs than by thi 
former. ' 

Another industrial security program of i 
sort Is conducted by the United States Goas* 
Guard In screening merchant seamen an< 
waterfront workers [under the port securit: 
program. Approximately 370.000 person 
have to date received port security card 
reflecting their seciHlty clearance. 

It should be borne In mind that the mil¬ 
lions of our citizens who have been, are 
and will be subject to the Industrial security 
program are not In [any sense Government 
employees. They have not sought position] 
of public trust and in most instances hav< 
not even sought positions in Industry in¬ 
volving access to classified Information 
They are ordinary working people in the 4€ 
States who Just hapj^n to be employed bj 
firms doing classified |Work, and who require 
security clearance in [order that they be ol 
use to their private employer. Through no 
initiative of their own. save the desire to 
hold a Job or obtain advancement, they may 
find themselves propelled into the security 
vortex. They are required to execute a per- 
Bonnel security questionnaire. They, and 
their relatives and friends, may be subjected 
to searching security investigation resulting 
in the formation of dossiers which may fol¬ 
low them for the rest !of their lives, even 11 
some Information in the dossiers is wholly 
unreliable or false, ^elr eligibility fox 
clearance, and their very employment, may 
be threatened by vague allegations about 
themselves, or their relatives and friends, 
which they may have an opportunity to re¬ 
fute and effectively dissipate only If the 
industrial security programs are operated 
in a manner calculated to permit this. They 
are subject to precisely {the same difficulties 
in defending their reputations and liveli¬ 
hoods as the Government employee. They 
face the same difficulties sts Government em¬ 
ployees In learning the charges against them, 
the Identities of their accusers, and In ob¬ 
taining the privilege of confronting their 
accusers. Their cases are adjudicated under 
much the same standards and procedures 
as prevail In the Government employees* se¬ 
curity program, are subject to the same 
diversities of administration and Interpre¬ 
tation. { 

There is clearly a necessity for an Indus¬ 
trial security program, and It Is probably 
also necessary that , such j a program operate 
with many of the compromises with basic 
American tradition which characterize the 
present Government employees' security pro¬ 
gram. But a program of this magnitude 
which operates upon the employment, liveli¬ 
hood, and reputation of znillions of our pri¬ 
vate citizens must be carefully designed, 
controlled, and administered. It should, il 
the Government is to act in a responsible 
manner toward its citizenry, be established 
as a matter of considered national policy, 
and not as a matter of haphazard growth. 
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security grounds ,under Executive Order 
10450 in 1954 out of a total of ap^oxlmately 
2.075 applicant Investigations. Ibis would 
Indicate that the State Departonent would 
deny clearance to approximately 1.46 per* 
cent of all individuals investigate d. as com¬ 
pared with A£C*s figure of only L.l percent 
which even raise the question >f security 
risk. It would appear likely, oi the basis 
of these ^ures, that radically d ifferent se¬ 
curity standanis are being emp oyed from 
agency to agency. 

Variations in the seciirity prog ams are of 
considerable importance from the standpoint 
of the individuals subject to th<i programs. 
An individual employed by a relstively noii- 
sensitive agency, such as the De; artment of 
Agriciilture. which apparently hai very strin¬ 
gent standards of security risk (as may be 
judged from the facts of the Ladejinsky 
cate), may find himself fired a^ a seciu’ity 
risk with all the serious depr^atlons in¬ 
volved, although if he had been Employed in 
more sensitive agencies, such as the State 
Department or the Foreign Operations Ad¬ 
ministration, a question of se iurity ellgl- 
bUity might never have been rc Ised. Simi¬ 
larly, an employee whose secur ty status is 
adjudicated under less adequate or enlight¬ 
ened procedures than would be available in 
another agency, may for this reason, be ser 
verely prejudlcated. This doef not appear 
to be the *Tair, impartial, and equitable 
treatment** through *‘mutuai]y consistent 
and no' less than minimum si andards and 
procedures'* ordered by the President in 
Executive Order 10450. 

Testimony before the subCi »mmlttee re¬ 
vealed a disturbing pattern of 1 Eick of aware¬ 
ness of and interest in thrse problems. 
None of the Government wltne tses Indicated 
an awareness or interest in tJ le mann CT in 
which agencies other than Ills own were 
operating under Executive ordjr 10450. In¬ 
deed, some of them did not i ppear knowl¬ 
edgeable concerning aspects of even their 
own programs. It was extremely difficult 
lor the subcommittee to ellcii useful infor¬ 
mation ns to the manner in which the se¬ 
curity program under Executi fe Order 10450 
is being coordinated and controlled to a^ 
sure ‘Talr. impartial, and e< [ultable treat¬ 
ment** through ''mutually coi sistent and no 
less than minimum standards, and proce- 
dures.** 

Assistant Attorney General Tompkins 
stressed the need for coordiJ lation In stat¬ 
ing: I 

"All Of these efforts in the internal se¬ 
curity field^must be carefuUy coordinated. 
In order to achieve maximum coordination 
without interfering with the responsibility 
and authority of any department or agency, 
interdepartmental liaison has been formal- 
ized.** 1/ ■; 

The Interdepartmental Committee on In¬ 
ternal Security (ICIS) is reraonsible, accoid- 
ing to BCr. Tompkins* testimony, for plan¬ 
ning and coordination in the field of internal 
security, other than ihteljigehce mattem. 
But he testified further thm IdS dbereises 
no supervision over secure ^meeni^ of 
Govtenment employees and does noi review 
the various screening method and activities. 

When asked whether thm is any mganlza- 
tion in the Government wmch attempts to 
ascertain whether the varipus departments 
follow a uniform security sjffitem, 2dr. Tomp¬ 
kins replied, that the Civil ^rvice Commis¬ 
sion is responsible few reporting to the Na¬ 
tional Security Cotxncil on divergent secu¬ 
rity procedures, so that thin could be brought 
to the attention of the President for 
remedial action. He .indicated that this is 
the only method for coontinating the var¬ 
ious agencies in the security field. In Jan¬ 
uary 1955, however, the Departeaent of 
Justice was asked to review Executive Order 
10450 and the operation! of the security 
program. Mr. Tompkins distinguished be¬ 
tween the Department's role and that of the 


Civil Service Commission, by pointing out 
that the latter'merely "audits** the various 
agencies, while the former looks for weak¬ 
nesses in the security structure. Although 
Mr. Tompkins did not assert that the De¬ 
partment of Justice has any special respon¬ 
sibility for coordinating the security pro¬ 
grams of the various agencies, and seemed to 
avoid assuming such responsibility, he did 
Indicate that he has met personally with 
security officers and legal counsels of^v^lous 
agencies tio "gain more uniformity and to 
Improve the program as much as humanly 
possible." : The representatives of the De¬ 
partment of Dcfen.*^e expressed the view that 
the Internal Security Division of the Depart¬ 
ment of Justice *‘heads up the administra¬ 
tion's effort in that regard.** and that the 
Department of Justice and the Civil Service 
Commission are both responsible for review 
and coordination. It is doubtful, however, 
on the ba.sis of his testimony, that Tomp¬ 
kins would agree that the Department of 
Justice . has a primary responsibility for 
coordination and achieving a greater degree 
of uniformity among the various agencies. 
In any event, representatives of the Depart¬ 
ment of j;iistice appeared, in their testimony, 
to lack knowledge of many of the basic 
aspects of implementation- of the security 
programs' of the various agencies which 
wouId.be e&sentlal to the role of coordina¬ 
tion. Mr. Tompkins was not, for example. 
Immediately aware of the scope of Civil 
Service Commission Investigations under 
Executive Order 10450; he was not aware of 
the fact that some agencies regfu-d Executive 
Order 1(^50 as applicable to cases involving 
employees occupying nonrcnsitivc; positions 
rpnccrnlhg whom there Is.derogatory in¬ 
formation about character and baMts; he 
was not; aware of "what the CfivU Service 
Commission is doing about recommenda¬ 
tions or! administration of Executive Order 
10450,** jand he^ was not aware of which 
agencies conduct their own personnel secu¬ 
rity Invitetigations rather than use the in¬ 
vestigative facilities of the Civil; Service. 
Commiteion. 

BCr. Philip Young, Chairman of the Civil 
Service j Commission disavowed that his 
agency 1 had any "direct coordinating au- 
tharlty*f or any **maJor responsibility in terms 
of cooidination.** The role of the Civil 
Service! Commission Is confirmed, according 
to Mr. Young, to Inspecting and appraising 
the application of . the program, but he did 
Indicate that disctepancies in the way various 
agency! heads were conducting 'Uieir pro¬ 
grams might be called to their attention, al- 
thougli the Civil Service- Commission lacks 
authority actually to effect changes. 

The.irole of the Civil Service Commission 
In tbte respect stems from section 14 of Ex¬ 
ecutive Order. 10450, which directs the Com¬ 
mission'to B^e a continuing study of the 
vtiATm er. in Which the order is being imple- 
menteid to determine whether ^ere are— 

, K 1. Deficiencies in the various security pro¬ 
grams’ which are inconsistent with the in- 
terests of, or directly or indhectly weaken, 

( the national security: and 
■ 2. Tendencies to deny employees fair. Im- 

) partial, and equitable treatment, or ri^ts 
^ under the Constitution, laws of the United 
States, or under ExecuUve Order 10450. 

Information as ^ such deficiencies or 
tendencies is to be brought to the attention 
of the agency head concerned, and is to be 
reported by the Commission, with recom¬ 
mendations for corrective action, to the 
National Security Council. 

It is obvious, regardless of whether or not 
It was the Intention of the Executive order 
that I the O^^&rvlce , Commission be re¬ 
sponsible iar- co^ination, that in fact the 
Cfivll Service Commission has not played this 
role.j It has not yet comi^eted even one full 
cycle of auditing implementation of the se¬ 
curity program by the; various departments 
and I agencies. Moreover, the Commission 
app^ntly is cbnstniing Its responslbUlties 


under section 14 as narrowly as possible, as 
is evidenced by Its position that it is of no 
concern to the Civil | Service Commission 
whether personnel security investigators of 
the agencies of the Government which con¬ 
duct their own personnel investigations 
meet the exceptionally! fine standards estab¬ 
lished by the Commission for its own investi¬ 
gators. The Commission apparently would* 
not regard less than adequate investigative 
staffs as creating any deficiency or tendency 
within the meaning of section 14 of the 
Executive order. | 

The Civil Service Commission has. how¬ 
ever. furnished information about the co¬ 
ordinating role of the Department of Justice, 
which could not be elicited from the Depart¬ 
ment itself. Mr, Young testified that there 
is a great deal of active coordination be¬ 
tween all of these agencies and departments 
of Government on thils program. He testi¬ 
fied that the Department of Justice Inter¬ 
prets Executive Order 10450 for the various 
agencies and departments and reviews their 
security regulations j to ascertain whether 
agency regulations meet prescribed minimum 
standards, and is constantly thinking and 
analyzing the whole!basic elements in this, 
program in terms of subject matter and 
content. I 

Mr. Young described the machinery for 
coordination as follows: 

**This question of coordination of this pro¬ 
gram between departments and agencies is a 
very interesting one, Mr. Chairman. The 
basic coordination, oif course, arises from the 
fact that you are string out and working 
from a basic law. a b^lc Executive order, and 
a ba.sic set of sample regulations. Each de¬ 
partment and agency then Issues Its own set 
of Internal regulations pursuant to Execu¬ 
tive Order 10450 in ime with the sample reg¬ 
ulations proposed by the Department of 
Justice. : I 

!*VarlaUonB from { the sample regulations 
^ Issued by the Department of Justice are ap¬ 
proved by the Department of Justice; so at 
least there In terms of the basic documents 
you do have coordination, a coordinated 
starting point; let us say, at the base of this 
program. . .{ 

"Then as you go along on this program 
and it goes into operation, the Civil Service 
Commission under section 14 Is making these 
appraisal Inspectloxis of the departments and 
agencies, and If we find that a particular 
agency has a variation from either its own 
regulations or the { sample regulations, ap¬ 
proved by the Department of Justlpe, so that 
whete we do find tmngs of that sort, you get 
an additional amount of coordination. 

"BIT. Brownell, in' his recent letter that you 
refenr^ to. Mr. Chairman, pointed out the 
tact that he was [holding continuing con¬ 
ferences with securl^ officers of agencies and 
departments, and in addition, you have the 
^ security officer of the Civil Service Commis¬ 
sion as well as tlie Department of Justice, 
who Is in constant touch vdth these depart¬ 
ments and agenda most of the time.** 

It is obvious thist coordination is the top 
secret of the secu^ty program. No one will 
accept responsiblUty for it, and everyone 
seeks to pass off ihe responsibility to some¬ 
one else. It iff dUDcult to imderstand how 
there can be effective coordination when re¬ 
sponsible officials; {of the Government cannot 
agree on who Is responsible for coordination. 
It Is obvious also that only an absence of 
effective coordination of and supervision over 
the present security i^ogram could produce 
a conclusion by j a responsible Government 
official, such as Bte. Young, that the security 
proi^am has gonie exceedingly well over the 
last 2 years. Quite aside from the pattern 
of confusion and|lack of consistency revealed 
in: the hearings] before the subcommittee, 
and quite aside ftpm the doubts concerning 
administration p!f the program voiced almost 
universally by responsible private groups, the 
proof of the inadequacies in the program 
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hearings for probationary e nployees runs 
counter to the whole ‘‘theory and system of 
having a probationary year for Federal em¬ 
ployees • • • to provide an jpportunity to 
see whether or not that person is a qualifted. 
worthwhile Federal employee,*’ He also ex¬ 
pressed the view that “good personnel man¬ 
agement” dictate against s uch hearings. 
But the fact of the matter Is t lat at least the 
Department of the Air Force f nd the Atomic 
Bnergy Commission, among the various de¬ 
partments and agencies, do afford proba* 
tlonary employees the opportunity for a 
security hearing, and there U no indication 
of any adverse consequences. 

Similarly, there have been no convincing 
reasons offered for not extending the privi¬ 
lege of security hearings to rpplicants who 
would otherwise be barred from Federal em¬ 
ployment for security reasons. The only real 
argument against such hearings w^as offered 
by the representative of the Department of 
State who testified that if applicant pro¬ 
cedures were adopted, one < »f the dangers 
would be immediately all tlie Communists 
would come in to apply for a 1 'ederal Job Just 
to find out whether the Federal Government 
knew about them or not. But this concern 
appears to have been artlctilated without 
knowledge of the Atomic Energy Commis¬ 
sion's satisfactory experience in affording 
hearings to applicants during; the past sev¬ 
eral years. Indeed, the State Department 
representatives were unawar e prior to the 
subcommittee's hearings, thit any agency 
afforded security hearings to applicants; and 
probationary employees. 

LACK or UMFOEBOTT. CONSISTENCT, AND 
COOBDINATION 

The Government program i for Investiga¬ 
tion and clearance of persor nel are charac¬ 
terized by considerable con tusion and few 
evidences of ttnlformity, com istency, or even 
coordination. 

Even within those agenclei whose security 
programs are based in whole upon Executive 
Order 10450, there are substantial variations. 
The general stucture of the s purity program 
under Executive Order 10450 Is that each de¬ 
partment or agency head is to establish his 
own security program within the broad mini¬ 
mum standards established undw Executive 
Order 10450 and the Department of Justice’s 
sample regulations. The oily effort at co¬ 
ordination appears to be the review of each 
agency's regulations hy the Department of 
Justice to assure that the mlnimiun stand¬ 
ards are met. But the minimum standards 
are extremely vague and gen ^ral, and permit 
wide variations in substantive \ and procedural 
aspects of security proceedings As an ex¬ 
ample of these variations, v e may consider 
the regulations of the Armj. Navy, and Air 
Force, three departments wliich are subject 
to some unifying pressures, and which are 
probably as similar to each other in make 
up, personnel, and special problems as any 
three agencies of the Ooveriment could be. 

The principal representative of the De¬ 
partment of Defense in the hearing before 
the subcommittee, its General Counsel, in¬ 
sisted that the employee sect rity programs of 
the three subdepartments W(»e substantlaUy 
uniform. The respective ngulations, how¬ 
ever, do not bear out this contention. A 
number of significant variatlons appeared: 

(a) Hearings: The Army [department and 
Navy Department regulatic ns contemplate 
hearings only for permaneat or indefinite 
employees who have survived their proba¬ 
tionary periods. The Dep urtment of the 
Air Force regulations provUle hearings as a 
matter of right only to such employees, but 
contemplate that hearings for other indi¬ 
viduals subject to the security program will 
be afforded at the discretio:i of the Central 
Review Board, which, it is stated, has the 
policy “to grant such a heiring in aU such 
cases except where the national sectirity 
would otherwise be immediately affected." 


Pursuant to this policy, the Air Force grants 
security hearings to probationary employees 
as a matter of course. 

(b) Confrontation: As discussed above, 
the Department of the Army regulations re¬ 
quire, as a matter of standard procedmre, 
that all nonconfidentlal informants who 
have been personally Identified in the inves¬ 
tigative report, and who have not expressly 
indicated an unwillingness to appear, be in¬ 
vited to testify, or to submit a signed state¬ 
ment, or to be identified to the employee. 
The Air Force regulations are almost as 
broad, but require that such invitations be 
extended “whenever practicable." and not as 
a matt^ of “standard procedure." The Navy 
Department regulations provide merely that 
the “Security Hearing Board, in its discre¬ 
tion, may invite any person to appear at the 
hearing and testify." 

(c) Report of Hearing Board: As discussed 
above, the Navy Department regulations, 
which have been amended to remedy this 
deficiency since the hearings before the sub- 
commlttee, provided that a full statement of 
the Hearing Board’s reasoning ought to be 
included in every case in which the Board 
r^hes a conclusion favorable to the indi¬ 
vidual.' but not when the conclusion is ad¬ 
verse to the individual. The Air Fbrce regu¬ 
lations require an analysis of the informa¬ 
tion and a detailed statement of the reason¬ 
ing ufhn which each finding is based, re¬ 
gardless of the outcome. The Department of 
the Army regulations are silent oh this point, 
but state that complete instructions on 
preparation of the Board's findings and the 
memorandum of reasons “will be provided in 
other media,** presiunably the Civil Service 
Commission's HandbocA, which, as discussed 
above, jeontains a provision similar to that 
found Ui the Navy Department's regulations 
prior to their amendment. 

(d) Criteria for determining security risk: 
The Department of the Army's regulations 
contain no statements reflecting that the 
criteria of security risk are to be applied in 
terms of the specifle position occupied by 
the employee. Nor do the regulations con¬ 
tain any standards for evaluating the derog¬ 
atory information, weighed against favorable 
information, to establish the degree of secu¬ 
rity risk. In sharp contrast, the Navy De¬ 
partment regulations specify that the Board 
will consider “the nature of the position oc¬ 
cupied! by the employee and in the light of 
the derogatory information" and that “a fair 
decision will be reached only after all the 
facts, favorable and unfavorable, have been 
analyzed impartially and have been given due 
weight; in their proper perspective." The Air 
Force regulations go even further in specify¬ 
ing that derogatory information of the vari¬ 
ous types Included in the criteria are all “rel¬ 
evant to the question of whether because 
of his I* * * employment in the position in¬ 
volved! [the individual) might, either inten¬ 
tionally or inadvertently, disclose to unau¬ 
thorized persons classifled security informa¬ 
tion * ; ^ * or otherwise act agiUhst the secu¬ 
rity interests of the United States." 

The ^General Counsel of the bepiutment of 
Defense suggested that such discrepancies 
are merely variations in language without 
substantive significance, but this is not a 
satisfactory answer. Government officials 
are to be commended for extending desirable 
procediural advantages to their employees 
over and above those required by their regu¬ 
lations, but in the last analysis the individ¬ 
ual must look to the published regulations 
for his procedural safeguards, and there is no 
reason why the procedures cannot be wholly 
unlfor^ selecting the best provisions of 
each, i 

It must be recognized that such varia¬ 
tions in procedures of the agencies of the 
Department of Defense, where there is some 
unification are found in greatly magnified 
form among the other agencies’ security pro¬ 
grams; where the only pressure for consist¬ 


ency comes from the necessity for meeting 
the minimum standards of the sample regu¬ 
lations of the Depa^ment of Justice. 

Additional evidence of lack of consistency 
and coordination may be found in the testi¬ 
mony of the Department of Justice before 
the subcommittee. { 

Assistant Attorney General Tompkins tes¬ 
tified unequivocally that Executive Order 
10450 does not apply to employees occupying 
nonsensitive positions concerning whom de¬ 
rogatory information about character and 
habits has been developed. He stated, for 
example: !. 

“A drunk in a no^ensitive position would 
not be subject to 10450. 

“The gentleman in the nonsensitive posi¬ 
tion whose habits are not good • • • would 
not come within the scope of 10450." 

But despite this Interpretation by a high 
official of the Department responsible for 
Interpreting Executive Order 10450 for the 
various departmentjs and agencies, and for 
assuring that their security regulations 
meet certain minimum standards, it is ap¬ 
parent that other agencies and depart¬ 
ments have been jdismissing employees in 
nonsensitive positions under Executive Or¬ 
der 10450 on the basis of derogatory infor¬ 
mation as to char^ter and habits. Thus, 
representatives of the Department of Defense 
testified that a drunk occupying a nonsensi¬ 
tive position could be dismissed under Exec¬ 
utive Order 10460, wd statistics for the De¬ 
partment of the Anny (the only agency of 
the Department of | Defense for which these 
figures are available) reveal that of 182 Army 
employees occupying nonsensitive positions 
who were dismissed under Executive Order 
10450,143 were dismissed on the baslB of de-' 
rogatory information as to character fin d ha¬ 
bits. Similarly, a^rding to fl^es fur¬ 
nished by the Civil Service Commission for 
the period Biay 28, 1963, to September 30, 
1954; the Department of Agriculture re¬ 
ported that 101 of j 102 employees terminated 
because of securityl questions where in noh- 
sensitive positions] but only 82 cases in¬ 
volved information relating to subversipn; 
the Department of | Commerce reported that 
32 of the 77 employees terminated were in 
nonsensitive positions, but only 12 cases in¬ 
volved information relating to subversion; 
and the General Screes Adniinistration re¬ 
ported that 105 of the 154 employees ter¬ 
minated were in nonsensitive positions, but 
only 20 cases involved information relating 
to subversion. | 

Another example of lack of common un¬ 
derstanding of security concepts under Ek- 
ecutive Order 10450 may be found in the in¬ 
ability of the State Department witness be¬ 
fore the subcommittee to state categoricaUy 
that other agencies; of the Government inter¬ 
pret Executive Order 10450, as he does, as 
permitting emploj^ment of a security risk 
when necessary to get a Job done. 

This lack of common understanding as to 
what sMurity is all about under Executive 
Order 10450 Is reflected in available statistics 
on the operation of Executive Order 10460. 

It is apparent that there is no pattern 
of statistical correlation. The most com¬ 
plete statistics available are those furnished 
by the Atomic Energy Commission which, 
since 1946, has hi^ approximately 604,000 
full background ’investigations .conducted 
for it. AEC, which presumably has a rather 
stringent security program, indicated that of 
these investigatiohs, only 5.532, or about 1.1 
percent, raised any question as to eligibil¬ 
ity for AEC security clearance, and of this 
number 1,622 were finally granted clear¬ 
ance. Of of the remaining 3,910, 3,416 were 
not processed to {conclusion for one rea¬ 
son or another, I and only 494. or Just 
under 0.1 percent, were actually denied 
clearance. These I figures may be com¬ 
pared with figures furnished by the State 
Department which indicate that 30 ai^li- 
cants were rejected for employment on 
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careful and precise deanitlon of ‘^confidential 
sources of information/* 

2. Opportunity to answer the charges: The 
present minimum standard procedures as 
found in the sample regulations of the De* 
partment of Justice appeal, in the main, to 
provide adequate opportunity for the indi¬ 
vidual to make his defeme If all agencies 
observe their spirit. In at leaSst one area, 
however, study might be given .to the possi¬ 
bility of Improvement. Tills area concerns 
the problem of “confrental ion/* 

There can be no questioii as to the neces¬ 
sity lor protecting the FXTs methods and 
devices for infiltrating the Communist con¬ 
spiracy. If protecting such sources of in- 
fonnation represents a com[>romise with tra¬ 
ditional American concepts of justice and 
fair play, it is a price which we should be 
willing to pay. In times of national peril, for 
an effective security prograi n. But it appears 
that information from su^h sources is in¬ 
volved in only a very sm ill proportion of 
security cases. Mr. Ernest Angell. chairman 
of the board of directors of the American 
Civil Liberties Union, who served for several 
years as Chairman of thi^ Loyalty Review 
Board for the Second Distri:t. testified before 
the subcommittee on the basis of his' ex¬ 
perience with hundreds of FBI investigative 
reports under the loyalty program: 

*T could say with conftdrnce that the pro¬ 
portion of those (casesI iii which there was 
any genuine derogatory information against 
the employee that came 1 rom the personal 
knowledge of the FBI age it or the genuine 
undercover agent, as distiliguished from the 
great mass public of the so-called c;isuat 
Informant, was very. ver;r low and small. 
There uras no question about that.** 

The ' real question of confrontation la 
whether such casual liifoimants—Intidlorda. 
neighbors, classmates, bisiness assiKlates. 
and the like -who furnish derogatory infor¬ 
mation, and who .are usi ally identified In 
the Investigative reports, diould be identi¬ 
fied to the IndivldUBl an l subject to oon- 
Mntatltm. Discussion of this problem here¬ 
tofore has been confused by InJecUng into 
It the question of the actual FBI IntelU- 
gence. apparatus, and it U now necessary to 
consid er thnproblem of co ifrontation strict¬ 
ly,In terms of these casuii informants. At 
the present time the security procedures 
place a premium on,and e: icourage irrespon¬ 
sible and malicious gossip and information. 
It nmy te that broadenin i the area of con¬ 
frontation in this man: ler may dry up 
sources of derogatory infoimation to a degree 
which would hamper the security program. 
Sven if this were a conseq lence. there would 
still be a basic-policy <[ue8tion requiring 
balancing of principles ot fairness, justice, 
and responsibility a^nst the requirements 
of security. It appears to be most desirable 
that, a fresh,, objective eiamination of this 
problem be undertaken I y an independent 
body. 

There Is considerable rei son to believe* that 
present practices with respect to confronta¬ 
tion are less than adeqv ate and less than 
would be feasible withouu detriment to the 
security program. 

The Department of Jus ice sample regula¬ 
tions provide merely tbit hearing boards 
may, in their discretion, invite any person 
to appear at the hearing a id testify, and that 
the hearing board shall tue into considera¬ 
tion the employee’s han<licap by reason of 
nondisclosure to him of confidential infor¬ 
mation or lack of opportu lity to cross-exam¬ 
ine confidential informa its. They provide 
also that the board shall consider the refusal' 
of an invited informsint to appear; as well 
as the fact ^at the Oove mment cannot pay 
witnesses’ travel expensec. In addition, the 
President recently appn»ved the Attorney 
General’s reoommendatioii that every effort 
should be made to produc i witnesses at secu¬ 
rity board hearings to test ify in behalf of the 
Government so that sue!; witnesses may be 
confronted and cross-examined by the em¬ 


ployee. 80 long as the production of such 
witnesses would not jeopardize the national 
security. 

The regulations of the Department of the 
Army go farther than any others In provid¬ 
ing a right of confrontation. Paragraph 37 
of Special Regulations 620-220-1 provides: 

“Government witnesses: All boards are in¬ 
structed to invite, as a matter of standard 
procedure, each nonconfldential witness who 
has been personally identified, who has given 
Information adverse to the empIoyee^ and 
who I has not indicated expressly an unwill¬ 
ingness to appear. Geographic distances will 
be no bar to extending Invitations except 
that invitations need not be issued to wit¬ 
nesses in noncontiguous overseas areas. 
Such witness will be asked to appear at the 
hearing to testify In the employee's presence 
and be subjected to cross-examination. ’They 
will I also be asked whether they wish to 
appear privately before the board, whether 
they would submit a signed statement, per¬ 
mit jtheir names to be disclosed as the source 
of the Information given, and whether their 
statement previously given may be read to 
the jemployee with or without the witness* 
name being disclosed. The invitation will 
state that the board cannot pay witnesses 
fees! or reimbursement for travel or other 
expenses. A suggested invitation to quali¬ 
fied I witnesses is contained In appendix U. 
Whenever a witness si^ifies a desire to ap¬ 
pear before the board in private, the execu¬ 
tive; secretary will arrange such a meeting, 
preferably before the hearing. The witness 
Willi be heard imder oath and a verbatim 
confidential transcript of his testimony will 
be made and added to the complete file. A 
copy of that transcript will not be supplied 
the| employee unless the witness agrees. If 
the I witness agrees to release the transcript, 
it/will be regarded unclassified flmd the 
witness’ agreement should be included In 
the questions and answers In the transcript, 
usuMly at the end. Adverse witnesses who 
are employe^ of the Army Establishment 
shoifid be urged to attend and commanding 
officers should be requested to permit such 
employees to attend. Necessary time to at¬ 
tend a hearing would be recorded as official 
duty and ho charge made to leave.” 

Although it may be questioned whether 
even this broad language goes as far as ia 
posidble and d^irable In affording the right 
of wnfrontatibn, tb re can »bc no question 
that it goes far beyond most agency regula¬ 
tions which provide only that every effort 
shaU be made to produce Informants. If 
the iprivUege of confrontation on this Inoad 
scale is feasible for employees of the Depart¬ 
ment of the Army without adverse effect 
upon national security, there is no reason 
why all departments and agencies shotfid not 
adopt regiUaUons going at least this far. 

A; related question is that of subpena.. 
At Die present time agencies and depart¬ 
ments, with the exception of possibly a few 
with specific statutory authority, do not have 
authority to subpena individuals to testify 
in purity proceedings. If it U concluded 
upon further study that the right of con¬ 
frontation should be broadened, considera¬ 
tion might also be given to whether the 
power to subpena infonnantiB should be 
granted. Some Government witnesses be¬ 
fore the subcommittee, when asked whether 
the| subpena power should be provided, re¬ 
sponded in the negative.' They did not say, 
hoover, that providing such subpena au¬ 
thority would be detrimental to the national 
security. Their repli^ were predicated upon 
the conceptual notion that security proceed¬ 
ings are not adversary in nature and are 
administrative rather than judicial. The 
tendency to discuss security problems in 
terms of these conceptual labels, rather than 
in terms of actual impact and effect upon 
individual rights and Government security, 
should be arrested. Sufficient it to say that 
some security cases which have received 
wide public attention have had many Map¬ 


pings of an adversary proceeding, and. in¬ 
deed. Government witnesses were subpenaed 
by the Atomic Energy Commission in the 
Oppenhelmer case. 

3. Objective evaluation and determina¬ 
tion: There are [significant indications that 
the security program under Executive Order 
10450 may. in some respects, lack objective 
balance, and weight the scale too heavily 
on the side of finding security risk. Even 
though the test of eligibility for Government 
employment under Executive Order 10450— 
that it be determined that employing the 
Individual is “clearly consistent with the 
interests of national security”—may be an 
ideal standard, refinement of the standard 
so as to reflect the neces.slty for careful eval¬ 
uation of degree! of security risk in the light 
of all the indivlidual's attributes would add 
considerable balance and objectivity. 

The most striking evidence of this lack 
of balance is to!be found in the manner in 
which security hearing boards are instructed 
. to evaluate the j evidence and prepare their 
findings and recommendations for the 
agency head. The Civil Service Commis¬ 
sion's handbook entitled "Guides for Mem¬ 
bers of Security Hearing Boards Under Ex¬ 
ecutive Order 10450” provides that a memo- 
* randum of reasons is to be prepared by the 
Security Hearing Board in support of its 
conclusion and | decision in each case, for 
incorporation into the file and use by the 
head of the agency making the final deci¬ 
sion. The handbook states: 

**The amount {of detail necessary will de¬ 
pend upon the facts and complexity of the 
case. In some Instances It will be necessary 
or desirable to explain the board's reasoning 
and conclusion I concerning each charge. 
This probably will be done in every case In 
which the board reaches a decision favor¬ 
able to the Indl^dual.”: 

The Import ofj this Is obvious. A recom¬ 
mendation In favor of the individual must 
be" justified and supported, but a recom¬ 
mendation adve^ to the individual need 
hot be. The agency head may fire an em¬ 
ployee as a security risk without being con¬ 
vinced, but he must be convinced before he 
finds in the employee’s favor. This langu¬ 
age, If It has any meaning at all, necessarily 
must have some intimidating effect upon 
members or hekilng boards, who, regardless 
of their Integrity, obj^tlvlty. and good faith, 
aris well aware of the fate which may befall 
Goyemmeht employees who are "soft” on 
communism and subversion. 

This unbalanced language has seeped 
through to the security regulations of some 
departments and agencies. The Navy De¬ 
partment, for example, adopted this langu¬ 
age In totp. {When this language was 
brought to the! attention of the General 
Counsel of the Department of Defense dur¬ 
ing his testimony before the subcommittee, 
he expressed some concern, and the result 
has been ameniffinent of the Navy Depart¬ 
ment’s regulations so as to require an ex¬ 
planation of the Board’s reasoning and con- 
clusloim concer^ng each charge, whether 
the decision Is'^avorable or unfavorable to 
the Individual. I 

4. Hearings for applicants and probation¬ 
ary employees: jAnother problem worthy of 
study Is wheth^ a greater degree of pro¬ 
cedural protection should be afforded pro¬ 
bationary employees and applicants con¬ 
cerning whom security doubt arises as to 
eUglbllity for employment. No convincing 
reasons have been advanced as to why pro¬ 
bationary employees ^ould not have the 
privilege of a | hearing before a security 
hearing board fnlor to dismissal on security 
grounds. In testimony before the subcom¬ 
mittee there were, of course, the conceptual- 
istlc arguments that seemity hearings for 
such employees! are not authorized by stat¬ 
ute and that there Is no right to a Govern¬ 
ment job. Thej Chairman of the Civil Serv¬ 
ice Commission Indicated that granting 
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vide much less protection than those af¬ 
forded under the security program. 

HOW MUCH "BIGHTS" SHOULD THE IKDXVIDUAb 
HAVE UNDER THE SECURITY PBttGRAMt 

The question of the degree of procedural 
rights which should be afforded to Individ¬ 
uals subject to the security program Is a 
complex one. There can be no doubt that 
the Government should seek t^ establish 
the highest level of standards for the Federal 
service* and that undesirable, unsuitable, 
unreliable, and untrustworthy employees 
should be weeded out. It cannot be dis¬ 
puted that the Government siould have 
effective procedures for making 1 iqulry con¬ 
cerning the background, compel ence. expe¬ 
rience. and character of Its em )]oyees and 
applicants for employment, a id that It 
should be able, as In the case ol private in¬ 
dustry. to refuse to employ applicants who 
do not meet Its standards, and to discharge, 
without cumbersome procedure!, employees 
who are undesirable. 

There Is. however, an Importan ; distinction 
between a sound personnel ad nlnlstratlon 
program and the present security program. 
The security program mobUlzei; the entire 
Investigative machinery of the united States 
Government to probe into every! facet of the 
individual's background. The Investigation 
Is not. like the ordinary persornel inquiry, 
designed to elicit an objective report on the 
Individual's experience, training personality, 
and other characteristics pertinc nt to a deci¬ 
sion as to his suitability for employment. 
It Is designed, rather, to use the words of 
section 8 (a) of Executive Order 10450. "to 
elicit Information as to whethei the employ¬ 
ment or retention in employ: nent -In the 
Federal service of the person teing Investi¬ 
gated is clearly consistent with the interests 
of the national security.'* Section 8 (a> 
then goes on to enumerate the tfpes of infor¬ 
mation to be developed in the nvestigation, 
and the entire !enumeratlon coi slsts of cate¬ 
gories of derogatory hiformat on. with no 
reference at all to the deslKblllty of ob¬ 
taining a balanced, objective picture of the 
individual's suitability, including favorable 
information about him. It sliould also be 
recognized that the security investigation, 
unlike the personnel Inquiry, a designed to 
turn up information about tre individual's 
relatives, and friends, and Ills and their 
political beliefs, activities, and associations, 
some of which does not nece »sarily have a 
direct bearing upon whether ox not he will be 
a good, reliable, and trustwoxthy employee. 
There is. moreover, no effort ,o confine the 
investigation to sources ol information 
which are presumed to be sou id and free of 
personal bias. Rather, the ir vestlgators go 
to anyone who can tell anytl; ing about the 
individual, and many of the informants, 
even If they are free of malice or prejudice 
toward the Individual belni investigated, 
have highly questionable competence to in¬ 
terpret his political or moral i characteristics. 

There is a further important distinction. 
In the case of a true personnel inquiry, the 
results are interpreted and evaluated, and a 
determination made, by individuals who are 
free to weigh and decide objec tlvely in terms 
of whether or not the indlvh lual is capable 
of doing a Job in a reliable aid trustworthy 
manner. In the case of the se curlty program, 
however, the individuals who evaluate are 
expected to have the rather ] parochial func¬ 
tion of protecting agednst possible risk, and 
the security criteria and piocedures place 
little emphasis upon evaluation of the de¬ 
gree of risk arising from derogatory infor¬ 
mation. as balanced against i he individual's 
meritorious attributes, in the context of the 
particular Government position involved. 

Still another distinction lies in the im¬ 
pact of the security program upon the indi¬ 
vidual who Is fired as a security risk, or who 
is denied employment as a consequence of 
the existence of derogatoz y information. 
Once the Government conducts a personnel 


security investigation which results in the 
production j of significant derogatory infor¬ 
mation. a situation is created which may 
have the most profound consequences upon 
the life of I the Individual concerned. The 
impact of the security program Is not limited, 
as has been suggested, to a determination 
as to whether or not an employee may be 
a security risk In a particular position in 
the Government. As a practical matter, an 
individual who has been determined to be a 
security risk in a particular position is.* by 
this determination, virtually ineligible for 
further Government employment. It is true 
that section 7 of the Executive Otder 10450 
provides a I basis for reemployment of the 
Individual |ln the same agency upon a de¬ 
termination by the head of the agency that 
this is cle^ly consistent with the interests 
of national security. Indeed, although the 
Chairman {of the Civil Service Commission 
conceded that an employee found to be a 
security risk "may be a first-rate FeUeral 
employee in some other position," he was 
not able to inform the subcommittee when 
he testified as to whether there had been 
any such | reinstatements. Section 7 also 
makes an employee, who has been suspended 
or terminated as a security risk, ineligible 
for employment in any other Government 
agency, unless the head of such other agency 
determines such employment Is clearly con¬ 
sistent with the interests of the national 
security and the CIvU Service Commission 
gives Its consent. Of 54 cas^ of this kind 
which have been brought before; the Civil 
Service Commission to date, only 9 have been 
found eligible for reemployment in another 
agency by the Commission. Information 
furnished I to the subcommittee by Sir. Young 
since conclusion of the hearings reflects* that 
for the period October 1, 1953. to September 
30, 1954. only 5 employees terminabNl imder 
the security program have been reemployed 
by Government agencies. The most that can 
be said Is I that a man found to be a security 
risk has |a remote possibility of xelnstate- 
ment in a Government job, but; even H he is 
reinstated, his opportunity , for iulvani^ihent 
would be severely circumscribed by the 
earlier srourity determination. 

But the Impact of the program does hot 
end there. The Chairman of the Civil Serv¬ 
ice Commission conceded that a security file 
on an Individual who has been denied clear¬ 
ance Willi follow him like a shadow through¬ 
out the. Government, and into private in¬ 
dustry if he seeks employment with firms 
doing Government work Involving security 
considerations. Indeed. Idr. Young indicated 
that section 7 was written into Executive 
Order 10450 for this very purpose. The con¬ 
sequence Is that a large area of private em¬ 
ployment. embracing upward of .2 million 
positions in our present private economy, 
involving access to classified matters: would 
be barr^ to this individual. 

Moreover, it is apparent that many Amer¬ 
ican firms would regard an individual who 
has been found to be a sTOurlty risk as 
wholly ineligible for employment by them 
in any position whatever, even in positions 
With nO|8ecurlty significance whatever. The 
representative of Douglas Aircraft Co. who 
testified! before the subcommittee stated that 
his firm' would not hire, and' would forth-; 
with fire, any individual who had been found 
to be ineligible for "Secret" and "Top Secret'* 
clearance by the Department of Defense. 
Additional information received by the sub^ 
committee indicates that similar practices 
are followed by many industrial firms, even 
firms engaged to only a minor extent In de¬ 
fense work. 

The same situation prevails with respect to 
probationary emplojrees and applicants who 
are fired or refused employment on security 
grounds without » final adjudication as to 
whether or not they are security risks. Once 
significant derogatory information is de¬ 
veloped! ^ security investigation, and Is 
not resolved by a favorable security clear- 
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ance determination, it jwlll operate as an 
impediment to employment of the Individual 
elsewhere in the Government and in wide 
areas of the private economy. Agencies are 
required to report to the Civil Service Com¬ 
mission on form 73 whether or not an ap¬ 
plicant is denied emplo^ent as a result of 
security detenpinatlon {made on the basis 
of a full field Investigation. Tbe ready avail¬ 
ability of the national agency check serves 
to make the derogatory | information known, 
and it is unlikely that an employing officer 
would knowingly Mlectj for employment an 
applicant concerning whom there is an os-, 
tenslble unresolved ^se^rity question over 
an applicant concerning whom there is no 
apparent cause for doubit. In a day in which 
even private employers inquire u to whether 
or not an applicant for employment has e^r 
been cleared, has ever b^n denied clearance, 
or has ever executed a personnel security 
questionnaire for secivlty clearance, it Is 
readily apparent that unevaluated and un¬ 
resolved derogatory information develop^ 
in the course of a prior ^curity investigation 
may effectively bar an jlndlvldual from get¬ 
ting even, a toehold in future employment 
sufficient to permit a security hearing which 
might revive the derogatory Implications 
Indei^, information submitted to the. sub¬ 
committee indicates that even a long de¬ 
lay in processing a security clearance ap¬ 
plication to a final concluslon^^thout any 
Indication that derogatory information has 
been developed—may ihake potential em¬ 
ployers skeptical of the wisdom of employing 
ah applicant for even those positions in 
the private economy which are In no way 
of security signiflcanccj. • ■ 

* It is apparent that 'lthe security program 
causes substantial deprivations to many 
thousands of Government employees sub¬ 
ject to it, and that thrae deprivations are 
not limited merely to Icm of a particular 
Government Job. It is callously unrealistic 
to define the procedural ^feguards avail* 
able to Government employees and appli¬ 
cants for Government {employment In terms 
of the, concept that "there ia no right to a 
Government job," <^ jby assuming that no 
"stigma" attaches to denial of clearance to 
an applicant or to di^harge of a probation¬ 
ary employee. There Is little Indication that 
representatives of thej Government who are 
responsible for implementing Executive Or¬ 
der 40450 have an adequate awareness of the 
Impact,of the program uiK}n the Individual: 
subject to it. or thatj ^ey have considered 
what the Government’s responsibilities to its 
citihenry should be in this area. There lis 
an urgent necessity for thorough reexamina¬ 
tion of the impact 6f| the murity program, 
and for consideration, as a matter of na¬ 
tional policy, of thej degree of procedural 
safeguards which can and should be afford^ 
Individuals subject toj this impact. It would 
be well to consider. specificaUy. the feaalbU- 
ity of affording to allj individuals subject to 
the security programj the mcuclmum oppor¬ 
tunity to resolve qu^tions of security risk 
consistent with effective operation of the se¬ 
curity program. | ; \ 

A number of specific problems appear to 
warrant special attention. These are the 
xhajor problems revealed in the subcommit¬ 
tee's consideration of I the persbi^el security 
programs, but they m only illustrative of 
other problems which may exist. 

1. Notice to the individual: The sample 
regulations of the Department of Ju^toe 
provide that a written statement of charges 
shall be furnished, and that the statement 
shall be as Vspeclfic and detailed as security 
considerations, including the ne^ for pro¬ 
tection of confident^. sources of Inf orma¬ 
tion, pehnit.** This ;8tahdard appears to be 
satisfactory, but there Is reason to believe It 
Is hot being consistently applied by the 
various agencies and| that some agencies ure 
not complying with the spirit of the standard 
in. formulating the I statement of charges. 
There appears also to be a need for more 
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gram ami the: onlitiary procei sea of selec- 
tlon, retentlou, and 6 \' Ooveniment 

employees In accordance with sound f^lncl* 
pies of personnel, management. Thus, al« 
though a pei^n may be a'seiiurity Hsh in 
the particular GoTenuneht lK^itb^^ which 
he occupies or seelss because Of derogatory 
information developed In the course of a: 
security Investigation, the veiy same der oga* 
tory may indlcai e . that even 

aside ifrom security conslderstlonb, he Is not 
Stable for; employment in that p^mdn, 
Fbr esampte, a drug addict, a chroinlc alcb- 
hoUc, or a peison with definite criminal 
tendencies would clearly be an undesirable 
employee In a position of public trush 

According to figim released by the C^vU 
Service Oommissloh covering operation of 
the pei^nnel security program under Bsec^ 
utlve Order 10450 from M 1953, to Sep- 
temtm 30, 1954. a/tbtal of 3,092 employees 
mre fi^ because of security q nestlons fall¬ 
ing within the purview of the Jhcecutlve or¬ 
der, and an additional 5.603 employees ^ 
slgn^ befdzo determination w^ completed 
in oises where the file vwas ki own to cbn^ 
tain Unfavorable informatlbh': under the 
security program. Hie C^vll i Service Oom« 
mts^on's use of the word *‘kn>wn” in this 
content is unfortunate and ml^ eading, ^co 
it connotes that these employee resigned 
vdth teowledge that there wf a derogatory 
infbnratlon eohbeiTUng them v ithput avatl- 
ihg themselves of the ty of seeking 

a final Judicious ^ determlnai Under 

questioning before^'the subcdinmlttee, the 
Chairman of the Civil Service Oomml^lon 
stated with r^peet to these 5,008 employees 
that the. intorinatlon was *'kt] own”^ to the 
Government, and tiqt neoessarl iy to Uie em¬ 
ployees who resign^.. 

These figures warrant l^irthcr analy^ to 
flace Gie security prbgnim in proper per- 
epecUVe. The fact that 3,003 employee aine^ 
listed as **flred!' does not meim that each 
had been detennined to a risk. 

The; bulk of tbirae were, acco dlng^tp the 
Clmlrman of the Civil Service Commission, 
dismissed as unsuitable employees tii^Oer 
civil service regulations and procedures, 
.rather than under Executive Order 10450. 
Kor does this mean that the ^ employees 
wore dismissed; after some, kind of adjudica- 
tibu proce^ In which they were apprised of 
the derogatory Infonnatioii and given b tdt* 
mal hearing with opportunity to; clear the 
.record. TOose employees dtsriissed under 
civil service regulations had only such op¬ 
portunity to defend themselves as is given 
in the di^etiph of their agency ^heads, and 
the: procedures in^^ such cases vary* bridely 
from agency to agency and faIJ far short of 
the procedures established for security hear*:’ 
Ings. In Addition, a targe proportion of the 
total number of security dismissals listed 
are undoubtedly of probatlona-y employees . 
who are not given an opportur Ity^for hear-. 
Ing prior to dismissal , on recurity grpun^^^^ 
Statistics furnished by the Department of 
Defense reflect that: although tie Civil Serv¬ 
ice Commission's figures of enr pi byees fired . 
for security reasons through September 30, 
1954, for the Army, Navy, and Air Force were 
302, 638, and 371, respectively, only 71, 27, 
and .48 of there cases, re&pectti elyinvolved. 
dismissals effected svhrequent to a security 
bearing. . 

Similarly. It cannot be assuried that the 
5.008 Government employees who are listed 
as "resigned" all possessed attributes which 
would have required^denial of clearance or 
emplo3hnent had^their crees be< h .prorecuted. 
to conclusion. It'would appebr that this 
total would include ail Oovemment em¬ 
ployees who resigned, whatever the reason 
and. whether or not they wen even aware 
Of toe existence of tlerc^toi^ information, 
whose files contain^ any d^og^atory lnfor- 
ination, of whatovef; quantity 01 significance, 
falling within the Executive < o-der. Thus. 


the 2,09i6 cases in which information about 
"subversion” was present would undbUbted- 
ly Include many cases in which only the 
rawest, [unevaluated derogatory Inforihatlbn 
was found, indicating some 'remote cohnec-: 
tlbii with left-wing aetlvitleB br reiatiyes 
With some possible Intorest in suspect groups 
recently or in the remote past/ > .. 

It Is apparent, toerefore./that the total 
figure o|f 8.008 security separations <3,^3 
fired, plus 6,006 resigned) . should not be in- ^ 
; terpreted as indicating tliat • this number of 
Becurltyj risks have been/weeded-but of the 
Qoverninent service. The aci£^ 
security risks Is apparently very much smaller 
to^ figure; the precise^ number cannot 
be ascertained, principally^ breaure/th^^ Pivll 
Service Commission's reportingfsystem is evi¬ 
dently not set up to prcducc^tbis statist!^; I/ / 

THE raOCEOTnUL EIGHTS OF INDIVIDTrALS' SUB- 

: JBCT ro THE COVERNMENT : EMbiOYI^/sk^ 

■■; -'cuaiTY PEOGEAM: . ^ 

TOe fundamental assumption underlying 
the security program, inrefar y'as * concert 
proceduijal rights of Indlvidiibl^^^ subject « 

.the prokraLni. Is that no individual bas^ any * 
•Ylght” to a Government job nnd that^ thefe-v 
fore, such procedural protection as has b^ii 
afforded under Executive Order;: 10450 shbiiid 
be gratefully received and iibt ^criticized as/ 
Inadequate. As the Assistant Attorney^ Gen^' 
eral stated before the subcomniitteer 
//^^rwhert are recall that foiSpyer 130 ■ 

we permitted our Government <to fire without 
notice and without specifytng/reasbtia/ It , 
must, it/seems to me. be Conceded that the^ 
present iprogram grants to the , employee'"^ 
many suhstkntial and prot^tlTe tlghts- 7 -ln/ 
fact, the! most 4hatfhave even//been afforded ‘ 
Federal'employee."; 

. Tliree ^oups of Individuals^areraiorect^ by'^ 
toe security programs; nj'fjpermanent and 
Indefinite employees who have survived their ^ 
probationary period: probatibnary;employee8;:. 
and applicants for Government'employment.^ 
Thc^degijec of, procedural/pro^U^ 
able under the security prbgira vules,^^^^ 
pending [upon toe partieulai^^ category til 
which the indivlduiU may 

1. Applicants for Government employ^ 
ment: Appllctmts for GoverhihehtreEnploy;^ ; 
ment are, of couree, subject/to security ihf: 
vestlgatlon under ExecuUvb^tedCT-^OtSb;/^ 
Applicants are, however, hotj^'afforded/ ahy^ 
procedure rights of any kihd;t except in the/ 
icase of the Atomic Energy /Commission; ^tb; 
explain or. clarify derogatbi^^ informatioh ; 
which may be developed Infthe^cburre of the^; 
investigation/ Th\s means, as a/practical/: 
matter, that applicants conceding whom/ 
significant derogatory Infonnatlon is^ dcyeli/^ 
bped will jbe denied Government employment / 
almost automatically, even though the derog-/ 
atory Intormatibn might:: be/^wholly dlssi-;/ 
pated or its significance great ly'minimized 41/; 
the applicant were afforded^an: opportunity'^ 
to learn the nature of the derogatory ihfoi--/ 
matioh and to have some kind of/pbjectlye j 
adjudication of the charges^/-In tome" inv^^ 
stances the department or/Egericy may dls-/; 
cuss the jdcrogato^* in formation Informally/^ 
with the lapplicaiit, but thiS’proctoure/does- 
not give Ithe applicant a reatonable opppr-/ 
tunity toj^ clear the record arid; his^ha^ 

V /It appears that the AtomiclEitogy:1c^^ 
ihltolon alone has adoptod formalized pro//r 
cedures for handling security oases [involving 
appll^htb. Under those procedures, all ap¬ 
plicants for AEC empl 03 unent Jare entitled to/' 
a formal hearing to resolve/dbiibt as to 
blUty for! clearance and employment; 

Ing from! derogatory infprmaiibh un^ 

In the course of the security; Intostigation^ 
They are, moreover, entltito / to , precisely^ 
the sanie procedural privileges/: as In¬ 
cumbent! employees, since/toe.«very oame:; 
prbeedurto apply equally /; Ih l/both - cases/ 
The regulatlons/of toe pepartiiicnt of > the 
-Air Force specifying the typto of isituations 
4h which] the privilege = of a; security hearing 


win be afforded are sufficiently broad to em¬ 
brace cases of applicants. but representatives 
bf toe Air Force testified that there is, no 
general practice of affording hearings to sp-f 
pllcants. They did indicate, however, that In 
exceptional cases Injvolving uniquely quali¬ 
fied applicants who are regarded as essential 
forbertaln projects a hearing may be afforded 
fab clear up the acc]eptobil^ this nian.** 
The Qto®f^bunsei^^^^b^ Department of 
Defenre tostlfied'tha|t a-slmUar practIre pre- 
. vails In the Army and Navy Departments, 
but toe regulations of/those Departments do 
not "expressly proVibe for sltuaUbhs bl this 
‘kind.;/-'' /;'v;'’ / . /[*/;/; 

2. Probatibhary employees:" Government 
: emifioyres / who hato: hot^ romp 
1 -year probationary; ipd [ ar^ generali y not 
entitled to?,a security hearing to resolve de¬ 
rogatory inf prmaito^ be developto 

in ihe/cburse of security inytotlgatlohs;/al- 
though, under /Publljc to 733 and the be- 
partihent of Justice san^le regulations, they 
are ^entitled to toltieh nqt^e as tothe/rea- 
! / tons fc^ su&jj^hsioh^ijto s 
r to sectolty/tonslberatio^: [permit,, and:^ to 
^submit a: defense‘to these charges; 

a Bven this/priyuetot only If 

the Individual :1s suspenbed /under the se¬ 
curity prpgrtoi; and I would not apply if/the 
[ 4hdlviduai4s tormina,tedto uhsuito^ 

. tte bf^tneu^Glvll Stovlre!regu^atibhs^/Sblto 
^agtodto/bpl^ehtlyi! toteihto 
; many ctoto to titossibto unde^ 
regultolpto^irather itoan! to [ tocurity /bases. 
In the/care: 4>I toe ./Alr/Ptobe/ for/extoaplc,^ 
i It. was Inb^bated that ra case ’ is prooessed un ¬ 
der the recmity fcgiUatloto only/if ii/te; to 
: possible to remove the employee under ctoll 
ServiceVregiUtolonsrij/Thisi/prbcedure may/ 
;. have considPT^^e. merit in/toat it'spares the 
, employee theabuidtoLpf/a recurity-risk j^^ 
but at thcf tome Mnv; U deniee him ah bf^r- 
/:tuhlty to:toltor:^hlS’>nw^and'/efi^ ' 

^ eltolWlito! fto^Goverhinent empto 
^probatlontoy (employees may to tli^mireed^iiV: 
(the (Usreetlbh bf! toe^^^^^ = 

>toy;boUce/or heaitog./jS:///. 

tobrediuto/rototituto^ an^xceptloh/to^ to 
i gehei^ ^e^ alhre ATO; g^to 

: reme privileges to prbbtoibhtoy^^ 

;/in toe cares/bf emplpyees wto ! 

/toe^'/probatiohary!-' period///^ItZ/sl^ . 

/polntod outi/hto^ever, tobt this Is ■ probably 
requh-ed by rectlbh ; 181/^ the/ Atbmic 

Energy Act wblbh req^ee that theiCbmmiB- 
/slon;'(matoadequatelprbvislons foriadininls- 
/ totoive review of toy detofnUntoibh^^^^ 
miss any/employre.r' illtopresehttoiyto b^ 
totofttoAt/bf/the/^lr Forced 
/thatVtoptotmenalisbt afford^^ hearIngs/lto' 

(prbtotlbhajry"cmployees/^"iiv/6rdcr 
toght Itoto P^Per ^toi^aids.? //' /!}?:/ / / 

Z 3/-Incumitont emplbyetolf who /have^^^^ 
tyived the;^robtoibh^ jwH pertoanent 
tod/Indefinite einployres. who have -Wrviyed, 

5 their probationary perlod^are entitled under 

' the Executiye Order itoSP-^tourity proj^^^ 
.to a formal adiudicat!ibhdf toe question of 
/security^ risk; betore/they: are tonhinatod('to 
'reeiirlty ; risks ' under; |,the provisions, of the 
Executive ;bi^er: 

; they are /entiUto mtot mret,;^ minimum 
/stondafds/ by^ toe /to of/justice's 

sample regulations.i^f, hbtover, toe der^- 
atory lnfoimatlon brQugto to light by a se¬ 
curity investigation required under Executive 

[Order 10450 raleeS' ai]qu suitability 

for/ employment, [as ^ tou/as to tocurity; (tbe 
Indtvldualinmy be deprtvtoto his/prto 
totvileg^#toder/Executlvcfetofier//ld4Bk)flf : 
the a^ncy.) head. dtoldes : to dismiss ; him 
under civll-rerylce regulations frotoef to 
under the security order; ;/ln such an event, 
the, procedures/ available vto; toe Individual 
for clearing the records vary 
agency to ngency^ with/no; apparent mlniy: 
mum standards; /and { such; pioctoural^ to 
/guardb as;are/available/wpuld generally pro- 
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in support*of legislation (such as was even¬ 
tually adopted in the At>mic Energy Act of 
1954) modifying the security clearance re¬ 
quirements of the Atomic Energy Act» 
stated: 

'*We are prepared to citjp specific instances 
where the present law, 
flexibility, has slowed 


Ibecause of its in¬ 
down important 


atomic projects of the Aijmy, Navy, and Air 
Force.” and that if the lamendments were 
adopted: 

**Much valuable time be saved in de¬ 
sign. procurement, and development work in 
the weapons program wii h the result that 
weapons will enter stockpile at an earlier 
date.” 

The Atomic Energy Act >f 1954 apparently 
rectified this situation b r permitting AEG 
to authorize personnel eni :aged in programs 
of the Department of Defe use to have access 
to restricted data on the b isis of their regu¬ 
lar Department of Defense clearances, with¬ 
out necessity for special A£ C clearance. It is 
noteworthy, however, that representatives of 
the Department of Defeme testified before 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy dur¬ 
ing consideration of the l!)54 act that even 
with these amendments, thie **dual system of 
security** imposes formidable administra¬ 
tive burden.’* 

But even though the Atbmic Energy Act 
of 1954 resolves the probler i of iuterchance- 
ability of AEC and Department of Defense 


clearance, which. concededlK* 
larly serious'problcm because 
of individuals involved and 
close working arrangemen 


was a pariicu- 
of the number 
the necessity for 
between AEC 


and the Department of defense it leaves 


unresolved the similar proble 


to . other Government ager cies performing 
vital national-defense work’ such ns the De¬ 
partment of State, the Central Intelligence 
“ tie Natiomil Ad- 

lautics. and the 


Agency, the Coast Guard. 

Visory Committee for Aeroil 
National Bureau of Standarqs. which remain 
subject to the. special clmrnnee reijuire- 
metit for access to restricted 


A case in point is that of 
Defense Administration. 

Defense Administrator In testifying before a 

Armed Services 
fact that AEO 


subcommittee of the ^natel 
Committee referred to the 
security requirements madi It ‘*e^emely 
difficult” for his agency to tal e clfcctive steps 
to prepare to meet the ”failout” problem. 
He pointed out th.'it because of the classlfl- 


m with respect 


data. 

_4he Federal Civil 
The Federal Civil 


<t 


could not be 


cation of the information, 
discussed.^ presumably from the standpoint 
of evacuation, with the Bureau of Public 
Roads, and that even within lU own agency, 
th scarcity of Q-clcarcd pcronnel made it 
difficult to handle the situation. Subse¬ 
quently. a representative of the Federal 
Civil Defense Admlnlstratloi appeared be¬ 
fore the subcommittee cons dering Senate 
Joint Resolution 21. and tes ;ifled that the 
shortage of Q-cleared personiiel was attrib¬ 
utable to loss of personnel in t tie administra¬ 
tion's move to Battle Creek lather than to 
any lack of cooperation by >EC. He con¬ 
ceded, however, that the re quirement for 
.Q-clearance was a fairly subs antlal burden 
in terms of delay and Inconv mience. 

The Federal Civil Defense Administra¬ 
tor. In subsequent testimony on this mat¬ 
ter before the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy on Blarch 24. 1955. r< iterated that 
the difficulty In question had been caused 
primarily by the move to Battle Creek. He 
pointed out, however, that urder the Fed¬ 
eral Civil Defense Act of 1950, primary re¬ 
sponsibility for civil defense r»ts with the 
States and localities, and that the AEC se¬ 
curity requirements are an impediment to 
getting vital information into the hands of 
governors and mayors. He al8( i pointed out 
that the Administration was precluded, be¬ 
cause of security restrictions. Irom discuss¬ 
ing important matters with other Federal 
agencies playing a vital role in ;ivil defense, 
such as the Department of Agriculture, the 


Department of Health, Education, and Wel¬ 
fare. and the Housing and Hoihe Finance 
Agency. 

’Hie overall pattern of this testimony in¬ 
dicates clearly that security restrictions have 
encumbered and delayed our civil defense 
effort It is not unlikely that similar en¬ 
cumbrances and delays are to be found in 
othler areas of our national defense effort. 
At jthe very least, it is apparent that the 
special security requirements in the atomic 
energy field are quite cumbersome admin¬ 
istratively. and quite costly to the tax¬ 
payers. As the Federal Civil Defense Ad¬ 
ministrator pointed out in his testimony be¬ 
fore the Joint CommlUee on Atomic Ener^: 

*Tf the regular security system: were alro 
applicable to access to frestrlcted data* this 
would expedite our work.** 

The Atomic Energy Commission stated In 
1952; in connection with the proposed 
amendments to the Atomic Energy Act which 
would permit it to honor Department of De¬ 
fense clearances: 

”We see no reason why the AEC should 
have to determine whether military person¬ 
nel who are already cleared by their own 
agency, are good security risks to get re¬ 
strict data for use In connection with 
work assigned them by the military. And, 
in oiir opinion. It Is'wrong from the point of 
view!of the ovet^ defense and security of 
the United States to raise unrealistic bar¬ 
riers to vital cooperation by all the members 
of our team in the field of atomic weapons.’* 

There is no readily apparent, reason why 
the same should not be true with respect 
to allj other components of the Government. 
It is strange, indeed, that the Federal ClvU 
Defense Administration, with a totaL em¬ 
ployment roll of about 600, all of whom are 
cleared for access to ’’secret” defense infor¬ 
mation, has only 109 employees-eligible for 
access to ’’secret” restricted; data, necessary 
to accomplish the vital mlmlon of that 
agency. It may be that the requirement'^ 
for spjecial ABC clearance Is Justifiable de¬ 
spite {the costs, burdens, d^ys, and Im- 
p^lments to national security, hut no such 
justification has been advanced. The time 
has come to consider this matter rationally 
and objectively, and to reach some definite 
conclusions of national policy concerning 
this situation. 

Another problem In the civil defense field 
was raised by Dr. George V. LeRby of the 
University of Chicago who had hCMl exten¬ 
sive experience in connection with the ef¬ 
fects of atomic weapons upon living organ¬ 
isms. Dr. LeRoy testified that there is a 
considerable amount of classified Informa¬ 
tion relating to treatment of the eff^ts 
of atomic weapons which is not avaUable 
to American physicians, and that American 
physicians are not, for this reason, as ade¬ 
quately! equipped as they might be to treat 
the casualties of an atomic attack. He re¬ 
lated that a Japanese doctor who recently 
visited the United States was able to discuss 
with hiin information (about the cases of 
the Japanese fishermen injured by fallout as 
a result of last year’s Pacific tests) which 
Is presently regarded as classified by our 
Government. Dr. LeRoy pointed out also 
that the medical chief of the Illinois civil 
defense group, who is responsible for plan¬ 
ning the medical care and warning system 
for the State, was unable to obteUn from him, 
because |of security restrictions, adequate 
Information about the fallout problem. 

The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com¬ 
mission, however, has characterized Dr. Le¬ 
Roy's testimony in this respect as’’irrespon¬ 
sible” and the DirecUnr of AECs Division of 
Biology and Medicine has stated that no 
medical information relating to this prob¬ 
lem Is presently classified,. This conflict be¬ 
tween responsible and knowledgeable In¬ 
dividuals emphasizes the difficulties presently 
faced in attempting to evaluate and reach 
sound conclusions about the operation and 


impact of the! security mechanism. It Is 
another indication of the need for a high- 
level, systematic, objective study of the se¬ 
curity mechanism to assure that it is op¬ 
erating soundly! and effectively, and to rein¬ 
force public confidence. 

8ECUEITT BEQtTOEMEirrS VOX GOVXRNMXNT 
XMFLOTMEMT 

Much of the subcommittee’s attention was 
devoted to consideration of the security re¬ 
quirements for I Government employment, 
and the manner in which the program has 
been and Is being administered. It Is this 
aspect of the Government’s security mech¬ 
anism which has aroused most public inter¬ 
est and discussijsn, and It . has also evoked 
considerable* cpzxunent on the part of th^ 
public, the pres^ and responsible Govern¬ 
ment officials. [ 

Although a number of agencies had pre¬ 
viously developed programs of their own tor 
security Investigation and clearance of their 
employees, particularly for access to classi¬ 
fied InformationJ and Congress had estab¬ 
lished security! r^ulrements for employ-, 
ment in a few a^nciee on a fairly random 
basis, the present security program as ap¬ 
plied throughout ithe Government and to all 
Federal employee Is based primarily upon 
Executive Q^erj 10450 promulgated by 
President Elsenhower on April; 27, 1953. 
The puxpose and philosophy of the security 
program was succhictly stated by the Assist¬ 
ant Attorney General in his testimony be¬ 
fore the subcomii^ttee. as follows: . 

’’Thus the basic objective of the present 
employee security! program Is to make sure 
that there is no {employee on the Federal 
payroll, nor any applicant appointed, who 
can, because of kils poctitlon endanger the 
national security! President Elsenhower 
Insists that all Fed^al employees be persona 
of Integrity, high Imtoal character, and un- 
swei^ng loyalty to the United States, At 
the same time, the President has cautibned 
all heads of the {executive establishments 
that In the American tradition all employees 
should receive ’falrl iocpartial; and equitable 
treatment at the { hands of Government.* 
This la the spirit which prevails in the ad- 
‘ministration of the present personnel se¬ 
curity program. I 

Executive Order 10450 regutM security In¬ 
vestigation of every, employee of ibe execu¬ 
tive branch of the ;,Government, and estab- 
^llshes a list of categ^es of attributes which* 
If found to exist In the case of a perton 
investigated, would at least raise some ques¬ 
tion as to his'suliiabiUty for employment 
on security groimds.; The Executive order 
does not In Itself pxjescribe proc^ure8,;eyen 
In general terms, for carrying out the Presi¬ 
dent’s direction, as {stated in the preamble 
to the Executive order, that: V 

”AU persons shoulb receive fair. Impartial 
and equitable treatment at the hands of 
the Government • ^ • (andl that all per¬ 
sons seeking the prtvUege enq^oyment 
or privileged to be employed In the depart¬ 
ments and agencies of the Government be 
adjudged by mutually consistent and no 
less than minimum standards and pro¬ 
cedures.” :i 

Rather, the President, simtataneou^y with 
his promulgation of jExc^tlve Older 104SO, 
advised the heads of all departments and 
agencies that the Attorney General had* at 
his direction, prepared ’’sample regulations’* 
designed to establish] ’’mlnlmuin standards** 
for implementation of the security prograim 
Each department ahd agency Is, therefore;* 
responsible for promu^ation of its own pro¬ 
cedures for handling! considering, and de¬ 
termining security caises, subject, according 
to testimony before tke committee, to review 
of these procedures by the Attorney General 
to assure that they I meet the minimum 
Standards of the "samlple regulations.” 

It must be borne In mind that there Is a 
close relationship between the security pro- 
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able to Justiry the existence of the three 
sep^te esplon^e laws, or ici explain why 
a Inform espionage law of universal ap{di<- 
cablllty to all national-defen^ secrets would 
not be ^ferable. Indeed, the lo Is reason to ' 
tNeUeve that this situation has lot even been* 
at least untU recently, a matl er of concern 
to the executive branch. Assli taut Attomey 
C^neral Tompkins, who testlfed before the 
subcommittee, expressed the dew the 
fact that Impro^r disclosure of ri^trlcted 
data is punishable under Atomic Ene;rgy 
Act does hot preclude the; Gov emment from 
prosecutli^ the same activity under the 
pibnage laws ‘‘when apprd^ late.** l^en 
questioned as to the Justihca^lpn 'for three 
separate espionage laws applies bie to what la 
es^ntially the same offense, ind as to the 
desirability of consolidating hese statutes 
into a single s^tute of tinifo m appilcabiu 
ity, he spiled that, the mattei ‘ is now being 
studl^il- but that' a ^'tliorbugi l research Job 
woiUd have tp be done** be: ore he could 
speah with accmacy. it would seem that 
such study is long ove^ue, ] particularly in 
the light of the testimony cf the general 
counsel, of the Atomic Ehergf Cpnunlfflibh 
that there was doubt as to th a appUcablUty 
of the Espioiiage Act to bffeis^ involving 
restricted data until enactment of the Atoihla 
Arii of 1954. 

UUX.nPLB fob BBClJBtn mVEmGJi-' 

noH Aim cleasAnce 

:^thoUgb it la customary.U p speak of the 
Government apparatus for security investl? 
gatlon and clearance of persoi nel as though 
It were a single, unified pro| ram, the fact 
eff the matter is that th»e is cpnsldj^ble 
dlverrity in even the basic standards for 
Ihv^tigatipn and clearance. 

Consider, first of all, the standards for 
deteimlnattpn of ell^biltty for clearance; 
The basic r^uireinent is that of Executive 
Order .10450 which, r^uiros a detenhinatlpn 
that emplorinent^f the Indlvip lual'Is "clearly 
^ronsi^ht wltb the Interests < I the national 
sraurliy/* But there are adi iitlonal statu* 
tbry standards for cleardh^-a pplicable with 
reqppeet to certalh gi^ps pi lersonnei. Tbr 
miample: 

i. The Atopde Energy Aht requhee a de^ 
tennlnatton that pgRattUng the individual 
W hai^ ao^ss to rabricti^ data will hot 
enitosger the cpmuiftn ^ens r and seeurityr 
iMMi tilts standard must be employed even 
If tiib ASC employee wlil nob in. fact have 
aeoess to restricted data in his particular 

3. Tlie Rational Science Foundation Act 
requires a detenninatlon, ^bifcm any em- 
pic^ee may be permitted to Have access to 
Infonaatlon or property with respect to 
wldch?security restrictions have been erieb- 
llkhed, t&ti permitting such iccesS win not 
enaUing^ the common defense and sc^brity. 

The Fede^ Civil Defenie Act provides 
that no em|dbyee may have access to Infor¬ 
mation m pTOi^rty with reapect to which 
^eurtty restiictiohs have been established 
iDustil it" has he^ determlheai that ^ 

no ihf<»inatlon in the files < f investigative 
agencies indicting that the employee Is of 
fqoestlonabie loyalty or rella ^Ulty Tot secu¬ 
rity purposes,? and. If such infbnhatlon does 
appear, until furiber investigation has been 
oondu^ted and :a ropbri there m Is evaluated! 
In writing by the AdmlnlsW ttor.. 

C Hb tihplqyiro 1^ be assgh^ to duties 
t^der the tiutuai^Secuiity Act or the Act for 
Intematlbhai Development u atu, a c^Wca- 
thm baa been made by» 

<a) the ^lelgn OpOTatiom Administrator 
or the Seerri^uy of State, if the Ihddvtdu^ 
was Inveetii^atied by the Clvl i Senrice Coih- 
tnls^n^ that based upon contideration of 
the repdri of Inv^l^tion 1 le bellevra the 
Indivldu^ loyal to the truited States, Its 
dmistltution^ and form of g< vernmeht, and 
is not now and has never t een a member 
of any crgahizatlpn advbcitlng cbhUary 
views*’; or 


(b) -the Secretary of Defense. If the Indi- 
yldual was bavestigated by a military Intel¬ 
ligence agency, that the Individual is **loyal 
to the United States.'* 

In view of section 10 of Executive Order 
10460, which provides that hot hi hg In the 
OTder **8hB]l he construed as eliminating or 
modifying in any way the requirement for 
any investigation or any deterailnation as 
to security which may be required by law/* 
It Is not clear what the relationship is be¬ 
tween the various statute^ standards i^p- 
pllcable: to particular agenci^ and the 
Btaiidard provided undOT ^ecutlve Order 
10450. jlt Is noteworthy that the Atbinle 
Energy Commission, in the caw of Dr. J. 
Robert pppenhelmer, proceeded uhder both 
standards slmuitaneously. 

SimllOT multiplicity existe with respect to 
:responsibUity for investigations, ^ere Is a 
statutoiy requirement In the case of many 
a^ncles that security investigations be con¬ 
ducted hi the first instance by the Civil Serv¬ 
ice Gom^si^on. with ireferral?to the investi¬ 
gation to the PBI if derogatory Information 
with loytaty implications is developed; But 
some of these agencies are subject to a fa¬ 
ther ri^tiitoxy requirement that^ they desig-. 
nate those positions within their agericy 
which are "of a higii degrw of impOTtance or 
sensitivity,** and the FBI, rAther than the 
Civil ^ylce Commis&idn, has primary re- 
sponslblUty lor conducting the seciirity in¬ 
vestigations in the cases of employees bc- 
cupyingJ speh pOTltions. Odher departments 
and< agenri^ Are iree, under Executive Order 
104^, to use their own InveBtigatlve staffs, 
or to jnmke wangemehts^ for civil Service 
C omml wion investigattons. Niunerous agen* 
ei», such as the Stato>i>epartihent; the Agri¬ 
culture Department. the ^easu^ E^part- 
ment^ the Post OflOce Departnient^ the mil i- 
taiy depurtments. and the ClA. utillw thrir 
own inyestlgaUve forces for personnel swu- 
rity: ^vestigations. / 

H^hclira whictiT are rec^ired by law to? 
base their cleOTan^ determinate^ uj^n In r 
vesti^tion by a specific investigative agency 
such BB^the SOTvlce Commlsrion ot toe 
WSa are apparently precluded from basing 
their clearance deteimlnation Upon any 
other form of InvOTti^tion, Thus, ah in* 
diridusd wild hto; been subj^ to a f ull ba^* 
ground iinyestiflAtion by, for example, tn- 
vestic^tive stitifs of the Stote PeP^l^ciii OT 
TVeasurir l^fhtrtmtot. not be cleared by 
toe Atomic Comnilssloh, the ,KA- 

tlonal Science, ybundatlon, or otoer agencies 
with a statutb^ roquireiheht: for Clril Serv¬ 
ice Commteston or FK; inyestii^tions, with¬ 
out having ^ additldnai bac^ound Inviratl- 
gation conducted by such investigative 
i^en^.;i Presumably^ li ail Investigatlye 
a^nriea are of equal rompetence. ae^ h been 
astorted, such additional investlgatlohs aro 
meahtn^ess and a waste of money from the 
standpoint of effwtlve security. It %ould be 
Ihtei^ttng to fcDow what percentage of the 
hundreds of millions of dollars spent for per-: 
doniiei secnxiiy Inv^igatlbns; are attribut¬ 
able to such duplicate investifit^l^<»9s. 
ncPEDUdExiTS to; flow of iwrorihATioN 
One of the most important problems 
brought to, light in consideration of the 
opOTation the security mechanism is that 
OT Impediments to ad^uato diwemlnatlon 
of information. It must be, accepted as axlo-; 
matic that i^lhgeht tontr^ be? exercls^' 
over tbe disseminatioii of our n^ibnal 
secrets to avoids their; trahsmltoion or lei^- 
age id pur enemies. At the same timd, it 
appeals; to be equally axiomatic that lluUta* 
ilons on the disBeinination of such iriforma^^ 
tiom and cbmps^mentalito of/^ch. in- 
formatlm, deivive the Ration of erpss-fer- 
tfilmtldn of Idrae wd lestilri^ to^ degree of 
scieht^c and technological achievement. 
Thim'are undoubtedly many- competent In¬ 
dividuals who do.not have security clearance 
and who have nc^ been, engaged license 
activities who could' make important con¬ 


tributions to our national defense effort If 
they had ready acceto to data now classified. 
Excessive concern with secrecy could well 
retard our own achievement In building an 
effective national complex, and 

scientific groups have consistently advanced 
the view that the balance presently prevail-’ 
Ing between secrecy | and accomplishment is 
unduly weighted In!favor of the former. 

^ere is no Indication that our Govern¬ 
ment has ever systematically and compre- 
hentiyely come to grips with the question 
of the price being paid for security In terms 
of the loss to achievement. It is true that 
there are mandates! in the Atomic Energy 
Act and in ExTOUtive Order 10501 that infor¬ 
mation should be dwlasslfied as promptly as 
possible, but there considerable question 
whether these candates suffice. This appears 
to bci an area which! rtonlres objective con¬ 
sideration in; the national interest. 

A much more serious and Immediate, diffi¬ 
culty is apparent, however. There is con¬ 
siderable reason to | believe that the com- 
partmentalizatlon of security within the 
Government la adveraely affecting the oper¬ 
ations of toe Goverriment itself, particularly 
in our national defense effort. Much of this 
difficulty seems to flow from the statutory 
secOTlil^ autonomy [of the Atomic Energy 
C^mmissibh, and from the special security 
requirements ^of the j Atomic Energy Act. 

Commi^ionef Thomas E. Murray of the 
Atomic Eher^ Commission expressed con¬ 
cern in an addre^' delivered in I^cember 
19^ t^t top official of toe DnUed States 
Obvernmeht wbre thadequatcly Wsed in 
atomic energy matters; and he advocated a 
policy of *'cahdqr”j.wllb oiir Government 
officials. One of the ,Impediments to under- 
stMiding of atoib|c energy withih the Gov¬ 
ernment has undoubtedly been the sproial 

requirements for secOTlty cleiu^ TOe 
Atomic Enerj^ Act specifically requires 
special clearance by AEp, ba)^ investi¬ 
gation by the Civlij"^rvice Commission or 
the FW, before ton ihay be permitted 

to have ac(^ to ^ The only 

exceptioh to tots requirement, found, in sec- 
ttoan ito (h)~i^?the;i964 act; Is thait^^to Cqm- 
itoeri Of tito General Mana^r may 
B^ve this req^emleht u|x>ii a deterain^ 
tipn that such ^ibn is 
irith toe hatlbnri extoPriob 

has bran charactertoril? by ABC as clarifying 
ito authority to *'perihit C^toet qffiem^ for 
eiiuunple, to receive rratricto^ ri^to*' without 
ti^ ntoessHy for reg^ar Q-cleGuance baaed 
U^n ihvestlg^tioh.?^! 

The i^actlcal effebt d the special require¬ 
ment for clearance that Individuals em¬ 
ploy to In other povernn^nt ^encira with 
appropriate securiiyj ribafaitora :^anted by 
siich a^ncies mu^ haVe an additional c)eOT-~ 
ance, itorhaps basto |dpon an additional full 
bariE^ound; Invest^tiom before they will to 
liennltted to have access to rutricted data 
etoentiai in the j^omanto of tbeh^^ work 
In such other ; agen^iri;>. :An addiilonai con- 
sriiuenoe would ^>‘pear "to be^ auch 

agencies must tkke appropriate physical 
security measurto to asstire toat other In¬ 
dividuals employed | in toe agency who do 
not have, ^cleOTanto. not be able to 
come into contact wito restricted data. The 
illogical nature/of tola roqulrement Is dem¬ 
onstrated by the fact that an enqitol^ ^ 
another agei;^ wito ltop secret riearance who 
has daUy ; access to toe mos critical top 
secret mariera ^ agency, must 

have special AEClcleuwOT for even momenr 
tary access to rratrtiri^ only marri- 

nal security slf^iiflf^ce bearing toe lowest 
security classlflcatloln. 

It is apparent that this situation prior 
to the enactment of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, created substahtial difficulties with 
respect, to programs of the Deparftment of 
Defense. Represehtotlves of the Depart¬ 
ment of Intense, In testifying before the 
Joint Committee oh Atoihlc Energy in 1952, 
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have worked well In th slr limited sphere, 
they are not extended to other, or all, areas 
of security Interest. If tils were done on a 
Government-wide basis, we could then have 
a single security program security stand¬ 
ard of universal applicability. There has 
been no Indication that this step has been 
seriously considered. Bather, It appears to 
be the general assumption that atomic en- 
energy secrets are a breed of secrets separate 
and apart from, and more sensitive than, 
other national defense scprets, thereby war¬ 
ranting special statutory protection. 

This assumption of ultra-sensltlvlty In 
the atomic energy field cannot be stistalned. 
EvecuUve Order 10501 provides for the clas¬ 
sification of national defense secrets as “Top 
Secret,** “Secret,” and 'jconfidentlal,** and 
establishes exclusive defiMtlons for each of 
these categories. Atomic energy restricted 
data is also classified asl”Top Secret,** “Se¬ 
cret,” and ''Confidential,” and AEG had 
adopted definitions foil these categories 
equivalent to those specified in Executive 
Order 10501. Thus, “Confidential” restricted 
data is, by definition, equivalent sensitiv¬ 
ity to “Confidential” defense information; 
“Secret** restricted data ^ by definition, of 
equivalent senslvitlty to j'Secref* defense In¬ 
formation, and “Top Secret” restricted data 
Is, by definition, of equivalent senslvlty to 
"Top Secret” defense Information. But un¬ 
der the Atomic Energy Act, all restricted 
data Is subject to all of ^e special security 
provisions, regardless of Whether It Is “Con¬ 
fidential,” "Secret,” or ‘‘Top Secret.*' Thus, 
“Confidential” restricted data Is entitled, 
under our laws, to far more elaborate statu¬ 
tory protection than Is afforded our most 
vital “Top Secret” defense Information In 
areas other than atomic energy. This Is not 
only Incongruous, it is also wasteful of 
time, money, and energy. 

But even though atomc energy secrets 
are given more elaboralie statutory protec¬ 
tion than other national defense secrets lo 
the respects covered In the Atomic Energy 
Act, It Is an astonishing fact that In some 
Important respects they] get much less pro¬ 
tection. For example, atomic energy areas 
of security concern have no statutory pro¬ 
tection against trespass, or unauthorised 
photography or sketching, such as is, avail¬ 
able with respect to areas within the cog- 
niz.nnce of the DepartmOTt of Defense under 
sections 795. 796. and 797 of title 18 of the 
XTnlted States Code, sections 781, 782. and 
783 of title 50, appendix, of the United 
States Code, and sectlpn 797 of title 60 
of the United States Code. Similarly, the 
Atomic Energy Act does not include some 
penalty provisions of the type found In the 
Espionage Act relating to willful communi¬ 
cation of defense information to unauthor¬ 
ised persons and to loss I of defense informa¬ 
tion through gross negligence, such as are 
found in sections 793 (m, (eK and (f> of 
title 18 of the United Skates Code. 

There appears to be no justification what¬ 
ever for this uneven treatment of matters of 
like security Import on the basis of the type 
of Information Involved and the particular 
agency concerned. It would appear desirable 
and essential. In the Interests of national 
security, that all natidnal defense secreU 
and all areas of security concern of like Im¬ 
portance be protected uniformly under laws 
determined to be adequate. 

THE ESPIOhJcE LAWS 

Another problem is presented by the pres¬ 
ent state of our espionage laws. The basic 
statute establishing criminal penalties for 
improper acquisition, handling, or com¬ 
munication of national defense secrets is the 
Espionage Act of 1917. ^ amended, sections 
793 and 794 of title 18 of the United States 
Code. These provisions clearly embrace all 
national defense seer elk of whatever kind 
or character. Nevertheless, when Congress 
created the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 It saw 


fit to adopt separate, parallel criminal penal¬ 
ties with respect to atomic energy restricted 
data. And then. In 1951, another separate 
statute was enacted establishing parallel 
criminal penalties with r^pect to crypto¬ 
graphic data. The coexistence of these three 
statutes of varying scope and with varying 
penalty provisions for like offenses gives rise 
to substantial questions as to whether the 
United States at the present time has a 
wholly effective structure for criminal en¬ 
forcement of Its programs for protection of 
national defense secrets. 

These questions can be most effectively 
demonstrated by reference to the relation¬ 
ships between the Espionage Act provisions 
and the analogous provisions of the Atomic 
Energy Act. 

Sections 224 and 225 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 (secs. 10 (b) (2) and 10 (b) (3) 
of the 1946 act) establish criminal penalties 
for wrongful acquisition or communication 
of restricted data. There appears to be no 
conduct defined as an offer; ?;e under these 
provisions which would not also be subject 
to prosecution under sections 793 or 794 of 
title 18, In the absence of the special atomic 
energy provisions. On the other hand, there 
are some offenses defined under 793, which 
are not offenses under the Atomic Energy 
Act. For example, the Atomic Energy Act 
does not contain a "gross negligence” pro¬ 
vision such as Is found in section 793 (f) of 
title 18. Similarly, it does not contain pro¬ 
visions comparable to sections 793 (d) and 
(e) making it an offense, punishable by im¬ 
prisonment for up to 10 years and/or a fine 
of up to $10,000 for "willfully,” regardless of 
Intent or reason to believe, transmitting 
national defense secrets in tangible or doc¬ 
umentary form to unauthorized persons, or 
“willfully” transmitting information to un¬ 
authorized persons with reasons to believe 
the information could be used to the Injury 
of the United States or to the advantage of 
another nation. The Atomic Energy Act of 
1954. did. however. Incorporate a new provi¬ 
sion, making it an offense, carrying a maxi¬ 
mum penalty of $2,500, with no provision for 
imprisonment, for any person who has been 
associated with the atomic energy project, 
knowingly to communicate restrioted data 
U> unauthorized persons. This would, pre¬ 
sumably. embrace all conduct of the type 
proscribed in sections 793 (d) and (e) except 
that section 793 (e) would apply as well to 
Individuals who have not been associated 
with Government activities. The penalty 
under the Atomic Energy Act for such of¬ 
fenses. however, is only nominal as com¬ 
pared with that specified under sectlona 
793 (d) and (e). 

•rhere are, moreover, significant differences 
In the degree of penalty provided under the 
two laws for conduct which constitutes sub¬ 
stantially the same offense, under both. In 
some Instances the penalties under the 
Atomic Energy Act would be more severe; In 
other instances they would be less ^vere. 

•This situation gives rise to two principal 
questions. Do the provisions of the Espion¬ 
age Act remain applicable to offenses In¬ 
volving restricted data where the conduct In 
question Is also an offense under the 
Atomic Energy Act. so as to permit prose¬ 
cution under the Espionage Act where this 
act provides for heavier penalies than apply 
under the Atomic Energy Act? Do the pro¬ 
visions of the Espionage Act which have no 
parallel In the Atomic Energy Act remain 
applicable so as to enable prosecution under 
the Espionage Act for conduct which does 
not constitute an offense under the Atomic 
Energy Act? 

It seems clear that the special espionage 
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act bad 
their origin In the desire of the Congress 
to remove atomic scientists from the cov¬ 
erage of the Espionage Act. This point of 
view was succinctly stated by James R. New¬ 
man. who was counsel to the Senate Special 


Committee on Atomic Energy which drafted 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 

"In the earliest stages of drafting legisla¬ 
tion for the development and control of 
atomic energy, ilt was realized that the pro¬ 
visions of the Espionage Act were unsulted 
In several respects for dealing with the secret 
data of theoretical and applied nuclear 
physics. The control of Information pro¬ 
visions of the Atomic Energy Act were not 
merely designed to plug certain gaps in the 
Espionage Act; [they were designed with the 
object of satlsf^ng as far as possible the de¬ 
sires of scientists to escape the stultifying 
restrictions on jthe exchange of Information 
to which they | had been subjected by the 
Manhattan District. Although in certain re¬ 
spects more comprehensive and more strin¬ 
gent than the ^pionage Act. the Atomic En¬ 
ergy Act provided a framework within which 
the scientists felt they had some chance of 
operating effectively, however hazardous 
their personal lives might become. On the 
other hand they were convinced that an ex¬ 
tension of the [Information practices of the 
Manhattan District, based on the Espionage 
Act. would in the long run smother all cre¬ 
ative activity ;ln the field of nuclear re¬ 
search.'*^ I 

At the samel time, however, the Congress 
Included in the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 a 
provision, section 10 (b) (6), reading: 

"This section shall not exclude the ap¬ 
plicable provisions of any other laws.” 

This provision appears unmistakably to be 
Intended to preserve the operation of the 
Espionage Act l|n the atomic energy field, and 
was so interpreted by the Supreme Court of 
the United States in the Rosenberg case. 
Moreover, when this provision was reenacted 
as section 229 of the Atomic flnergy Act of 
1954, the report of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy expressly referred to this pro¬ 
vision as continuing the applicability or the 
espionage law. I 

This situation demonstrates the present 
confusion In the field of security. In enact¬ 
ing the Atomic Ene^y Act of 1946, we ap¬ 
parently removed atomic energy from the 
ambit of the Espionage Act with one hand, 
while with the other hand we brought atomic 
energy back ^ithln Its ambit, at least to 
some extent. As Mr. Newman pointed out. 
If the Espionage Act remains applicable to 
atomic-energy matters, “the sclenttste have. 
Indeed, austainied a crushing defeat and the 
more moderate | and enlightened Information 
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act are 
little more than pietisms.” ■ Moreover, even 
If the Espioni^e Act remains applicable to 
conduct involving atomic-energy matters 
which are notj offenses under the Atomic 
Energy Act. there are still serious diffl^ties 
in reconciling the provisions of the two stat¬ 
utes in cases involving conduct which are 
offenses underi both. These difficulties are 
discussed in Mr. Newman's article published 
in 1947,’ and also in a Legal Analysis of the 
Adequacy of the United States Laws With 
Respect to Offenses Against National Secu¬ 
rity. prepared by the Library of Congress in 
1953 and publi^ed as a committee print by 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,* 
under the dl^ction of the distinguished 
senior Senator | from Wisconsin. 

This is, of course, another example of the 
uneven and illogical treatment of matters 
of like security import which pervades our 
security mechanism. There appears to be no 
reason why this state of uncertainty and dif¬ 
ficulty. with possibilities of loopholes in our 
espionage laws, should persist. No Govern¬ 
ment witness before the subcommittee was 
----- ^ 

■ Newman. Control of Information Relating 
to Atomic Energy. 56 Yale Law Journal 769 
at 790 (1947)•! 

■ Ibid., at 790. 

> Ibid., 791-^01. 

•63d Cong., ist sess. 
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tional control or direction. There Is little 
question that the present situation involves 
considerable waste of money and valuable 
time, that It is not as effecti^ or efficient as 
it might be In protecting owA national secu¬ 
rity. and that substantial Improvements can 
be made to assure better protection of indi¬ 
vidual rights without any diminution of 
security. 

It is important to an understanding of the 
anatomy of security that there be an appre¬ 
ciation of the extent to which the security 
mechanism permeates our society today. It 
is a well-known fact that jome 2 million 
employees of the Federal ^vernment are 
subject to a program for secitlty investiga¬ 
tion and clearance, and that similar pro¬ 
grams exist for investigation! and clearance 
of Americans employed by the United Na¬ 
tions. It is not as well knowp that at least 
an equal number of employes of Govern- 
ment contractors are subject to similar, or 
even Identical programs, and [that under the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 njany thousands 
of employees of private indiistries entering 
the atomic-energy industry as licensees, with 
no connection with national-defense pro¬ 
grams, will also be subject tolsecurlty inves¬ 
tigation and clearance. In addition, several 
hundred thousand merchant seamen and 
waterfront workers are subjtct to seciwlty 
Investigation and clearance under the port- 
security program. Moreover, considering 
problems of turnover in Government and in¬ 
dustrial empl 03 rment. it is apparent that ad¬ 
ditional millions of our citl^ns have been 
or will be subject to security4rlsk standards. 
In addition, there has been an increasing 
tendency on the part of prlvare employers to 
refrain from employing, even in positions 
without any relation to Government security 
requirements, individuals concerning whom 
there has been or may be a security question 
raised. 

It is Important also to appreciate the dollar 
costs of our security programs. Complete 
statistics are not readily available, but the 
fragmentary, data available reveal the mag¬ 
nitude of the costs. The Atomic Energy 
Commission alone since 1946 pad over half a 
million full background Investigations con- 
'ducted for It by the Civil Service Commission 
and by the Federal Bureau or Investigation. 
At the present time, the cos ts yf such Investi¬ 
gations are 6210 lor each Fm Investigation 
and 6265 for each Civil Servlp Commission 
investigation. This meaxis, tidcing the FBI 
figure alone, that over 6100 million has been 
expended for i^rsonnel secijrity Investiga¬ 
tions in the atomic energy pr^ram alone in 
the past 9 years. The Department of De¬ 
fense has furnished Informaiion indicating 
that its costs for security investigations in 
1954 for military, civilian, wd contractor 
personnel amounted to almost $29 million. 
These costs do not reflect the other costs of 
security such as salaries of [personnel who 
administer the security programs, expenses 
of handling the substantial paperwork nec¬ 
essary in the program, and eimenses of other 
trappings of the security mechanism such 
as fences, guards, weapons, etp. It is appar¬ 
ent that the costs of securityl all told, reach 
astronomical proportions. [ 

It is imperative that a security mechanism 
of these dimensions and far-reaching Im¬ 
plications. with life or death importance to 
our national defense, be operated as a matter 
of conscious, well-considered national policy, 
and not as a matter of haphazard or stopgap 
expedients. 

THE MAJOB FBOBL&MS 

A number of obvious specific difficulties 
and possible deficiencies in the present secu¬ 
rity mechanism came to light in the course 
of the subcommittee's hearings on Senate 
Joint Resolution 21, and are discussed in 
this report. These difficulties alone demon- 
Btfate the existing state of [confusion and 
lack of rational planning and coordination 


In the security field, and would fully justify 
adoption of Senate Joint Resolution 21 as 
the first step in a careful reexamination of 
the present security mechanism looking 
toward! possible overhaul or corrective meas¬ 
ures. It must be pointed out. however, that 
these are merely Illustrative examples, and 
do not represent a complete catalog of 
those asf^ts of the present mechanism 
Which : affords grounds for concern. Many 
other difficulties came to light In the specific 
areas of the security pr<^am on which the 
subcommittee concentrated its attention, 
and there is little reason to doubt that 
similar difflculles are to be found in other 
areas which the subcommittee explored only 
superficially. 

THE UNEVEN TBBATMENT OT A WPtAB OF iJine 
j 8EX7UR1TY IBSFOBT 

One of the most troubling aspects of the 
overall security mechanism is the variation 
In degree of security protection presently Af¬ 
forded by statute to the various areas of 
security Import In our national defense effort. 
This is most dramatically demonstrated in 
the present dichotomy between atomic 
energy matters on the one hand, and all 
other defense areas on the other. Insofar as 
concerns the protection. and control of na¬ 
tional defense secrets. 

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946 contained, 
and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 reen¬ 
acted. provisions establishing a self-con¬ 
tained and autonomous system of informa¬ 
tion control.. The cornerstone of this sys¬ 
tem is the concept of restricted data, broad¬ 
ly defined in the act to embrace all nation¬ 
al defense secrets In the atomic energy field. 
No affirmative act by AEG is required to 
bring information within the scope of the 
restricted data concept and. therefore, with¬ 
in the protected sphere; rather, all Unforma¬ 
tion falling within the restricts data defi¬ 
nition is automatically subject to the act's 
provisions for protection and control. Na¬ 
tional defense Information of other kinds 
becomes "classified defense information** 
only by the affirmative act of the depart¬ 
ment or agency in classifying the informa¬ 
tion pursuant to Executive Order 10601. 
Similarly, unlike the situation prevailing 
with respect to "classified defense informa¬ 
tion," which is subject to declassification by 
purely administrative discretion, the Atomic 
Energy Act prescribes specific statutory 
standards and criteria for declassification. 

Restilcted data Is automatically subject 
to a complex of statutory provlslonfi for pro¬ 
tection and control: 

1 . Restricted data is subject to the spe¬ 
cial espionage provisions of the Atomic En¬ 
ergy Act which closely parallel the provi¬ 
sions of the Espionage Act of 1917, as 
amended. These special provisions are gen¬ 
erally regarded as more stringent than those 
of the Espionage Act. although In actual fact 
they are less stringent in some Important re¬ 
spects. ; 

One jprovlslon of the Atomic Energy Act, 
section 227, is wholly unique in that it pro¬ 
vides a penalty for communication of re¬ 
stricted data Information to any unauthor¬ 
ized pereon, regardless of the communicator’s 
intent and regardless of whether he has rea¬ 
son to believe that the information will or 
could be used to injure the United States 
or benefit another nation. If the communi¬ 
cator knows or has reason to believe the in¬ 
formation is. restricted data and that the 
communicant is not authorized to receive it. 
This is in sharp, contrast to the analogous 
provisions of the espionage act which pro¬ 
vide for penalties only if the communicator 
has at least reason to believe the informa¬ 
tion could be used to the Injury of the 
United States or to the benefit of another 
nation,,and if the communication is willful. 

2. The Atomic Energy Act specifically es¬ 
tablishes standards for determining those in¬ 
dividuals who will be authorized to have ac¬ 


cess to restricted data. Only individuals ap¬ 
propriately "cleared" by ABC, generally on 
the basis of a specified investigation by the 
FBI or the •Civil Service Commission, may 
have access to restricted data. In the other 
areas of Government seciirlty, heads of de¬ 
partments and agencies have complete dis¬ 
cretion to make their own determinations 
as to who will be permitted to have access 
to classified information, and the conditions 
under which such access wlU be afforded. 

3. The Atomic Energy Act contains express 
and specific Umltations upon the communi¬ 
cation of restricted data to other nations. 
There are no comparable restrictions or limi¬ 
tations with respect to any. other kind of 
classified defense Information, 

4. The Atomic l^ergy Act expressly au¬ 
thorizes AEG to control the dissemination of 
restricted data in such a manner as to assure 
the common defense and security. AEC Is 
expressly authorized, also, to promulgate re¬ 
gulations or orders to protect restricted data 
received by any person in connection with 
activities authorized under the act. Vio¬ 
lation of such regulations constitutes a crim¬ 
inal offense carrying heavy penalties. AEC 
has, moreover, autliority to enjoin violations 
of the act and violations of its regulations. 

The scope of this authority to control in¬ 
formation warrants careful note. The AEC 
general counsel expressed the view, in testi¬ 
mony before the subcommittee, that AEC 
may impose its security controls upon ac¬ 
tivities, wholly outside the sphere of Gov¬ 
ernment programs, in the course of which a 
scientist might Independently, and on his 
own. develop information falling within the 
restricted data definition. An indliddual 
who develops an idea of this sort could, 
according to the general counsel’s testimony, 
be cautioned that}he must safeguard the 
Information and not pass it on to unauthCE'- 
Ized persons. He would, presumably, require 
AEC security clearance to work further on 
his Idea. Majcnr complications would arise if 
he refiised to be cleared, or if he were found 
Ineligible for clearance. The ABC's injunc¬ 
tive authority, as well as the possibUitlea 
of criminal prosecution, exist to enforce 
AECs control mactalinery. The implications 
of this authority are extremely In-ocul and 
far-reaching, particularly In view of the re¬ 
cent opening of the atomic energy field to 
American industry. 1 Existence of such broad 
authority raises basic questions of national 
policy warranting careful consideration and 
rational determination. 

The information control machinery of the 
Atomic Energy Act has no parallel elsewhere 
In the overall security mechanism. Other 
agencies vitally concerned with protection 
of other types of national secrets operate 
without express statutory authority to con¬ 
trol the dissemination of classified informa¬ 
tion. without autliority to issue security 
regulations with effective teeth, and without 
authority to enjoin security violations. In¬ 
deed. such authority as they may attempt to 
exercise in controlling the dissemination of 
national defense secrets Is almost wholly ad¬ 
ministrative in nature, with virtually no clear 
statutory foundation. The practical effect is 
that the Government has two separate sys¬ 
tems of information control. One is based 
upon requirements established by the Presi¬ 
dent for classification and safeguarding of 
national defense information in Ex^utive 
Order 10501; the other is based upon Atomic 
Energy Commission's regulations for control 
of restricted data pursuant to the require¬ 
ments of the Atomic Energy Act. 

These unique stetutory provisions ap¬ 
plicable .to atomic j energy restricted data 
represent the flret j attempt to establish a 
comprehensive system for protection of na¬ 
tional secrets, although the system operates 
within only a small area of the Government's 
total G^urity Intertet. Its existence raises 
the fundamental question why, if these ele¬ 
ments of the atoi]^c energy security system 
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THE SECUBITT fBOBLEM 

Senate Joint Resolutloi 21 Is Intended to 
provide a basis for a comi^rehenslve reexam¬ 
ination and reevaluation the entire secu¬ 
rity mechanism of the t nlted States Gov¬ 
ernment. The necessity ; 'or such a reexam¬ 
ination and reevaluation appears to be well 
established In the light of the present state 
of confusion, overlapping, duplication, and 
loopholes In the overall security mechanism, 
as well as in the widesprei d concern and lack 
of confidence expressed by Important s^- 
ments of the public in tlie manner in which 
our Government security programs are be¬ 
ing administered. 

It is important that the re be a clear under¬ 
standing as to the mai mer in which the 
present security mechanism has evolved. It 
can be demonstrated thal the present mech¬ 
anism is replete with anomalies, loopholes, 
inconsistencies, anachronisms, and lack of 
coordination without pointing a finger of 
criticism or blame at iny political party, 
at any national administration, or at any 
person or group of persoius. 

Our present security n echanlsm, which to 
so large ah extent domlna^8 our political 
life in 1955. is almost entirely a phenomenon 
of the past decade. ’ It does not strain the 
facts to point out that through the close of 
World War II we had no security mechanism 
in any way comparable to what we have 
today. It is Uuc that tt ere was some aware, 
ness of the need for security in the Govern¬ 
ment. and that a few departments of the 
Government had established security pro¬ 
grams which, measured by current stand¬ 
ards. must be regarded as rather primitive. 
There was. however, nc effort to construct 
any kind of comprehensive program for pro¬ 
tecting the national security and national 
defense against acts of subversion, indiscre¬ 
tion. or carelessness. 

We became fully awure of the necessity 
for a stringent security program only when 
we became aware of th i imminent perils of 
Soviet imperialism and Soviet subversion. 
We were almost totally unprepared, as a 
Nation, to deal with this dangerous enemy 
who utilized fiendishly’ unique techniques 
of subversion and espi snage to accomplish 
its purposes. Our first md most urgent con¬ 
cern was to erect adequ ite security defences. 
Wc did not then have i le time to undertake 
exhaustive study and d< jflnltlon of the perils 
we faced or to formulate a oomprehensive. 
mnind program for mce ing these perils* We 
were forced to adopt sh p-gap security meas- 
\ircs. Tlite resulted in a series of uncoordi¬ 
nated congressional cn ictments and Execu¬ 
tive orders and rcgula fons which have ac¬ 
cumulated into our present security mecha¬ 
nism. Although each me of the individual 
enactments, orders, and regulations may 
have been reasonable c nd effective In meet¬ 
ing the Immediate pK blems faced when it 
was adopted, the resulting conglomeration 
of security 'laws, orders, regulations, and 
practices does not adi 1 up to an effective, 
efficient, and sound lecurlty system. Nor 
does it add up to a secu rlty mechanism which 
refiects careful effort to reconcile the needs 
of security with protet tion and preservation 
of basic American tiaditions, rights, and 
privileges. 

The security problen Is not only one of 
assuring that our ci .lzens arc fairly and 
Justly treated In their dealings with their 
Government in the axea of security consid¬ 
erations. Another, and at least equally Im¬ 
portant aspect of the present security prob¬ 
lem is to assure tha t we have a security 
mechanism which will effectively protect the 
national security. There can be little doubt 
that the present sect rlty mechanism, with 
all its deficiencies—s>me of which I shall 
discuss—Is not afford! ng our Nation as effec¬ 
tive and efficient sect rlty protection as can 
be achieved. There can also be little doubt 
that a security meclanlsm, which falls to 
command the full res pect and confidence of 
Government employe» and large, responsi¬ 


ble! segments of the public cannot succeed 
in providing maximum security for a free¬ 
dom-loving nation. 

Our major task in the security field today 
must be to bring well-reasoned and effective 
order, uniformity, and consistency out of 
the existing Jerry-built security structure. 
Senate Joint Resolution 21 represents the 
indispensable first step in this direction. 

STTMMABY OF SENATE JOINT BESOLUTION 21 

^nate Joint Resolution 21 would estab¬ 
lish a 12-member nonpartisan commission, 
patterns after the Comml^ion on Organiza¬ 
tion of the Executive Branch of the Govern¬ 
ment, to study all phases of the Govern¬ 
ment's security programs and procedure, 
and to submit approprlata recommendations. 
Tde President would appoint 4 members 
to I the Commission. 2 from the executive 
branch and 2 from private, life; the Presi¬ 
dent of the Senate would appoint 4 mem- 
bera, 2 from the Senate and 2 from 
private life; and Speaker of the Hoiise of 
Representatives would appoint 4 members, 

2 from the House and 2 from private life. 
No more than 2 appointees of each could be 
from the same political party. The Commis¬ 
sion would elect its chairman and vice chair¬ 
man from among its members. 

|The Commission's function would be to 
study the entire Government security pro¬ 
gram. including the various statutes. Presi¬ 
dential orders, regulations, and directives 
under which the Government seeks to pro- 
t^t the national security, national defense 
sedrets, and public and private defense facili- 
ti^ against loss or injury from espionage, 
disloyalty, subversive activity, sabotge. or 
UMUthorized disclosures, together with the 
actual manner in which these statutes, or¬ 
ders, regulations, and dlmtives are being ad¬ 
ministered. to determine whether the overall 
sTOurlty program Is In accord with tffe policy 
of the Congress, stated in section 1, that 
there shall exist a sound Government pro¬ 
gram— 

(a) Establishing procedures for security 
Investigations and clearance for Governent 
employees and persons privately employed 
or occupied on work requiring access to na¬ 
tional secrets or affording significant oppor¬ 
tunity for injury to the! national security; 

i (b) For vigorous enforcement of ^ectlve 
and reallsUo security laws and regulations; 
and ' 

: (c) For a careful, consistent* and extent 
aWlnistratlon of this policy In a manner 
which will protect the national security and 
preserve basic Amerlcim. rights. 

* The Commission would, on the bails of 
this study, submit reports and recommenda¬ 
tions on desirable changes, and on adequa¬ 
cies or deficiencies In the present situation 
from the standpoints of internal consistency 
of the overall program, effective protection 
and maintenance of ^the national securl^. 
and protection and preservation of basic 
.American rights. ^ 

; The Commission would be empowered to 
hold hearings, to administer: oaths, and to 
siihpena attendance, testimony, and produc¬ 
tion of books, records, correspondence, mem¬ 
oranda, papers and documents, as it deems 
iutvisable. All agencies and departments 
would be authorized and directed to'cooper- 
ate fully with the Commission and to furnish 
such information as the Commission nuiy re¬ 
quest. except for such information as the 
ITesident may determine might jeopardize or 
Interfere with pending or prospective crimi¬ 
nal prosecutions, with the carrying out of in¬ 
vestigative or IntelUgence responsihilltles, or 
jwlth the interests of national security. 

j THE COMMXTTEB'S METHOD OF PROCEDUBB 
The Subcommittee on Reorganization of 
!the Committee on Government Operations. 
I to whom Senate Joint Resolution 21^ was re¬ 
ferred for consideration, held extensive hear¬ 
ings over a two-week period In the effort to 
obtain a clear view and understanding of the 


anatomy of the Government's overall secu¬ 
rity mechanism, and to delineate any prob¬ 
lems which might be found to exist in the 
overall security mechanism which would in¬ 
dicate the necessity for further study by a 
Commission, such as is contemplated in Sen¬ 
ate Joint Resoilutlon 21, or by some other 
body. The Department of Justice specifically' 
endorsed the subcommittee's broad approach 
to the security!question. The subcommittee 
did not seek, however, to explore in detail 
each and every phase of the security mech¬ 
anism. since this did not appear feasible from 
the standpoint; of its resources and the prac¬ 
tical considerations of time. Such an effort 
would, moreover, duplicate the work of the ' 
Commission which would be established if 
Senate Joint Resolution 21 Is approved. Con¬ 
sequently. attention was focused on a few 
areas of the j overall security mechanism 
which appeared on the surface to present 
substantial problems. 

The subconimittee requested testimony of 
those governmental agencies which appeared* 
to have the {principal responsibilities or 
greatest experience In the security field, or in 
connection with whose activities significant 
security problems seemed to exist. The agen¬ 
cies requited |to appear were the Department 
of Justice, the Department of Defense, the- 
Atomic Energy Commission, the Department; 
of State, the Civil Service Commission, the 
United States Coast Guard, the Federal Civil; 
Defense Administration, and the District of! 
Columbia Office of Civil Defense. 

In addltionVln recognition of the fact that 
the Goverment security mechanism has 8ub-> 
stahtial Implications beyond the area exf! 
purely governmental activities, the subcom¬ 
mittee requested testimony from represent-; 
ative private organizations with sproial expe-! 
rience or Interest in security matters. To 
represent the I experience and point of view 
of American indusU^. the subcommlttM rer 
quested the testimony of Doiiglc^ Aircraft 
Co. and General Electric Co. A representa- . 
tive of the former testified. 

To represent the experience and point of - 
view of American universities, the University 
of Chicago and Harvard University were re¬ 
quested to. and did. testify. To represent 
the. experience and point of view of organized 
labor, the Congress of Industrial Organiza¬ 
tions and the American Federation of Labor 
were requested to testify. The former ap¬ 
peared. and the latter submitted a written 
statement. represent the experience and 
point of view of scientific and engineering 
groups, the subcommittee invited the testi¬ 
mony of the iFederatlon of American Scien^ 
tlsts. ilie F^nd for the Republic, and the 
American Civil Llbertlra Union were also In¬ 
vited, in view of their special Interest in 
phases of the security program. Tb repre¬ 
sent the exi^rience and point of view of 
American information mediums, the suhl- 
committee requested the testimony of the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors. 

In addition, a numb^ of other organiza¬ 
tions requested an opportunity to appear 
before the subcommittee to present their 
views. ' 

Written statements have also been sub¬ 
mitted by a I number of other organizations. 

THE ANATOMY OP THE SBCUBTTY MECHANISM 
The hearings before the subcommittee, and 
conslderaltoh of the pertinent statutes, ex¬ 
ecutive orders, regulations, and procedures, 
reveal a pattern of confusion pehneatlng aU 
phases of the security mechanism. Ttie 
American people have felt, especially within 
the past decade, an increasing need for secu¬ 
rity againstjthe very real dangers of subver¬ 
sion, and the Congress and the executive 
branch resj^nded to this need with a series 
of separate and of ten unrelated statutes and 
orders. This rented, perhaps necessarUy. in 
a mass of uncoordinated, random. haphazaM 
legislation and administrative acUon. Thero 
Is no evidence whatever that the present 
security mechanism has evolved with ra- 
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REPORT ON THE SECURITY PROBLEM 
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• OTANOARO NO. 64 


' we '' WL 6 Mdvafldum • united states government 


Director, BBI' • datr 9 / 27/55 

Attention; Assistant Director A.H. Belmoht- 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


SACi- New York (62-11509) 


MISCELLANEOUS - INFORMATION CONCERNING 




Re Bureau telephone call 9/23/55. ■ 

, There is attached a - p a mphl et eiitltle^^j ^eport On ^e 
Se curity,.Problem B y a Subcommij^tjee ^of the Committee on Gove rnmeh 'g 
Operations, ..Unitecl''S^ges.«Senate", 6eaHing*tli^retum' *addi¥ss of 
'The'Fund^'for tfie^epublic, Inc., bO East 42nd Street, ^C. 

3 Also attached is a. card referring to the above 
publication and indicating that the above report was not'.a 
report of the Subcqinmittee of the Senate Committee, bn..Government 
Operations but a statement by Sehator' HUBERT^H.. HUMPHREY inserted 
into the Record by him in support of' Senate Joint Resolution 21. 

- It is requested that-the enclosures attached herewith ( 
be returned when they haye served their purpose at the ^Bureau . 
in order that they may be returned to Honorable JOHN. P.X. McGOHEY 
of the Southern District of New York,, from whom they were .obtained 
on a confidential basis. ' . . * 


Enc. 2 
















TGS:EG " 




REGORDED-92 
IN'DEXEDrg? 0 - 


rm 







finws 





1 









.f EGORDED-92 New York (62-11509) 
J Director, FBI (100-391697) 


- Original ; 
" Yellow filei^^ 
i - Section ticker 







October IB, 1956 


57937 



THE FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC, INC. 
MSCELLA^OUS'INFORMATION CONCERNING 
(Central Research Section) ’ 

Reurlet dated September 27, 1955. 


_ _. are telng transmitted herewith a pamphlet entitled 

™ the Securlfr Problem" by a Subcommittee of tte Committee 

on Gover^e^ Operattons, United States Senate, and a post card 
addressed to the Honorable John F. X&cCtohey, as rc®iested in relet 

' '' O/s/jfKy- ol- p 

fUr. material is returned tolTudge'McGohey, you should 

ei^ess the Bweau s appreciation for his cooperation in this matter. 
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O ffice M£morandum 

Ur. Nich^^^ls-^ 
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TO 





h 


FROM t 

'li 

/ 

SUBJECT: ^^BLDjrEWS WUNJDJIP 

"^^C, ^:06 IplmisS 

C^JUM FOR mE REPUBLIC 


UNITED Sl>^ji:^S GOVERNMENT 

Tolson-^ 

DATE: October 

if 


Hubo. 

•Mda. 





(£ 


Slzoo. 

Tinterrowd_ 

Tele* Room . 
Holloman 
Gandy — 


It was reported on World News Roundup this morning 

I that The American Legion, which opens its national convention 
today in‘Miami, Florida, has accepted a report accusing the 
Fund for~the Republic of having left-wing tendencies. 


r 


RECOMMENDATION : 

None. For information* 


cc - Mr. Belmont 
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TO 


TROM -» = 


SUBJECT: 


MR» A, H, BELMONT 




DNITBD S' 




/ -m 
' >-1%^ i f 4 * f'S '' 


BRNMBNT 


-!t.S.—ROACH- 




DATB> OotQber 5, 
19 5B 


0 

SYNOPSIS : 


^30j000 GRANT TO 
INSTITUTE or LEGAI. RESEARCR^ 
UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
LAW SOhOOL; 

FUND FOR THE REPUBLIC 






Washington City News Ser,vL^release^ 9/26/55, states Fund 


/institute of LP.nnl ReleaJ-ch 


for. the Republic granted ^30. ___ 

I?Atercei?j ^_ gn^ l^a pound j ?. nQnrJl i ailabiy:matter, jNews release idf>ntl ned 
I Bean of Law School as Jefferson L^CFordham, ah^t%tated Director of th^e 

was C,_N^fPaul. and .that project 

would be in charge of I.rray Ir^SchwartSf a Phiiadelohia attorney.. 

No record in Bureau files conHerning Institute of'Legal Research at 
University of Pennsylvania Law ^hool* James C, N, Paul believed 
Identical James Caverly Newlio^aul, subject of Departmental appM^ 
cant investigation in 1953; no'derogatory infpjy»ation^ Murra^^/I^ 
Schwarts believed identical with Murray Loui^^chwarts, sub/ect of 
Departmental applicant-type investigations in^l949 and 1962: no 
W 'svVkV '^ Jefferson B. Fordhan^ 


th 


Oppressive 6 


JL l ^ u il.. M Dh.is^S<i '!■ i y sponsored by Ohi o state University 

i n Mo vemher3 1946 # where discussion 

il Richies endnluf A r/>/? 1/ •hPt a 12f\ a A rr« ^ a ^ a. -r •_ 


S 


was Are Civil Rights endangered by the House Un-American Activities 
committee) Progressive Citis^ a Committee at Ohio State University 
reportedly controlled by smal.. ^roap of Communist Party (CP) members 
who were formerly active in American Youth for Dmocracy^ 

ACTION : 

^ ^ , Eor your infpi^ati on.. This information will be 

retained in the running MOrandg,,^cm the FUnd for the Republic main¬ 
tained in the, A.iaison Section. '•nuf 


I Uf i Ni'ch ol s 

4.'r- Dri. Belmont 
' ji r iE^GIti on Tic hi e r< 
I - Ldhdis 

- I T Yellow ' *f7 
i'- . •’■■'r 
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M&norandum for Mr^ Belmont 


DETAILS: 


A Washington City News Service release dated 9/26/55, stated 
that the Fund for the Republic had granted $30,000 to the Institute 
of Legal Research of the University of Pennsylvania Law School to 
study how the Governmen-t int'ercepts and impounds non-mailable matter. 
The news release stated that the study would concern Government action 
against obscene publica-tions, foreign political propaganda and other 
such material according to Jefferson B, Fordham, Dean of the University 
of Pennsylvania Law School, The news release also stated that James C, 
N, Paul, Director of the Institute, and Murray L, Schwarts', a 
Philadelphia attorney, would be in charge of the project, 

A search of Bureau indices failed to locate any record of 
the Institute of Legal Research of the University of Pennsylvania Law 
School, James C, N, Paalj Director of the Institute, is believed to 
be identical with James Gaverly Newlin Paul who was the subject of a 
Departmental applicant investigation conducted by the Bureau in 1953, 
Thie investigation was requested by the Department at the time that 
Paul was an applicant for a position in the Civil Division of the 
Department of Justice, By memorandum dated 6/17/53, Mr* William P, 
Rogers, Deputy Attorney General, requested that the investigation be 
discontinued as Mr* Paul had accepted another position, Mo derogatory 
information concerning Paul was developed during 'this investigation. 
Investigation did develop the information that Paul was born in 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 4/30/26, and received an LL,B, Degree 
from the University of Pennsylvania in 1951* (77-53680) 

Murray L, Schwarts, listed in the hews release as a 
Philadelphia attorney who would be in charge of the proposed project, 
is believed to be identical with Murray Louis Schwarts who has been 
the subject of two Departmental applicant-type investigations con¬ 
ducted by the Bureau, one in 1949 and the other in 1952, These 
investigations disclosed that Schwarts received an LL,B, Degree from 
the University' of Rennsyltfania Law School in June, 1949, graduating 
magna cum laude. Mo derogatory information concerning him was 
developed during either of the above-mentioned investigations, 

(77-42553) 

Mo investigation has been conducted by the Bureau concerning 
Jefferson B, Fordham, However, Bureaii files show that he formerly 
served as Dean, College of Law, Ohio State University and in that 




Umorandum for Mr* Belmpnt 

dapaoHy was reported by jff-v?, Department of "^e Army^ to hav^e been 
a speaker at a .CiuH Bigh'ts ralZy sponsored by Ohio State Uniuersity^s 
Firogressiue Gitisens Comittee on November 17, 1948, at which time 
the topic of pisoussion was ”Are Civil Rights endangered by the 
House Un^Ajaerijcan Activities OoamitteeP** According to the files of . 
Cri2, Dean Fordham stated that the Congressional Cn-Asterioan Activi¬ 
ties Committee 'PJtii no valid excuse for Existing* The files of the 
Columbus, Ohio,^'office ;0/ Q-8 fariher re fleeted,that the Ohio State 
University's Progressive Citizens Committee was a pot^tial subver¬ 
sive organisation iwhioh had been banned by the Universit^'^s adminis¬ 
tration on 4/9/J^iiand ihat-during the period the Progressive Cttisens 
Committee was active at Ohio State University, it was controlled by 
a small group of CP members who were formerly active in the American 
Youth for Demooraejf* (126-661-19$ lOO-373415-ll) 
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S ENATE SUBCOMMITTEE O 
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• Irving Ferman, the Washington representative of the American 

Civil Liberties Union, advised me on 9/30/55, that Senator 0*Mahouey is 
thoroughly aroused over the activities of the Senate Subcommittee on 
Constitutional Rights and he is sending a letter to Senator Hennings making ' 

I three points. 

In the first instance, Senator 0*Mahoney vigorously disassociated 
himself from the hearings which were held in the old Supreme Court Chambers 
on 9/17/55, which were in the nature of a Petition for Redress of Grievances 
under the Bill of Rights, O’Mahoney pdbted out that this was more of 4 
derhbhstration than-a hearing; that it was not true and it was improper to handle 
it in this manner. Secondly, he pointed out that he is concerned.ov.er the action 
of the^Staff in setting up hearings such as those which occurred on 9/17/55, 
and other hearings contemplated for the future without the full approval of the 
committee and in the third instance, he vigorously objected to the Staff sending 
out letters and making statements without the approval of the Cormriittee, 

S’ i 

O'Mahoney, according to Ferman, is laying the foundation to resign 
from the Committee, The Committee had sohbduled hearings bogin on 10/3/55, 
on Freedom of Religon, These hearings, however, have been cancelled, Ferman 
further told mc:.that members of the Staff have been going to New York at periodic 
intervals to confer with the Staff of th e^Fund for the Republic and it is his feeling 
that the Fund for- the Republic has been manipulating the Staff, Forman further 
pointed opt that he went into the Office of Adarp/?^ar'mohhisky today and. overheard t 
Yarmolinsky taTkjng over the tey^hone to'Pauj.^^lock, a member of the Senate 
Post Office and ^vil Service iSommittee, anSfrom what ho could gather from the 
conversation, Yarmolinskyv^s making an appointment for Paul Hadlock to 
confer with R ob^ i^ Maynerj/^utfehIft$^tf^:qO p,mo at the Statler Hotel on some, 
dpte in the future’which Ferman did adt gi%^^utchins is to bo in Washington on 
10/7/55* to receive an awa?4 frim^the AmericW Veterans Committee so this 
might be the date, ‘ '0 So h, , . 

-'-.y .. '’•p 4vu?aHH.2> , 


Mr, Boardman 
Belmont 
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Mr. JobKi Fliwhev • —> (Bufe to be released to Vbm jireM the dear after 

BAitor in CEhief naiUag) 

^ Bast 3^ Street 
Bov Yorli !£, Bev York 

Dear Mr. Fteoheri 

Slnee the anpeeiranee of the sriio^Ut ''Xhe Kept fUtneeses" by 
Biehard Rovere in poor Nagr edition of Hanpcr*B Wpcrwimt the Departnmt 
of Justi ce has received a iranAwr of lettere g <H BBw ne i«g ii^on the article 
and retjtieating infbxmtioa oanceraizm its accuracy. 39u»e letters have 
been relbarred to the Xnteraal Security Division for appropriste reply. 


As you nay veil understand it 


is not the usual policy of the 


Departnnt of Justice to ensaoe in disputes with ii^vidnals vtao author 
eritiea]^ articles. Hoveyer, in view of the vldsspr^ dlesemination of 
this axiiclSf not only throucdt the sale of Hjarper's tut throuiAi the 
distribution of a reprint by 9ie For the Rei^blie, the rumhai. of 
e camwntln s letters brought to the attention of this l^vision^ and the 
gross liiaoeuraeies so flagprantly displayed in this article Z fbel that 
an exception to policy in this instance;is nandatwy. (in the interests...) 

For a study to be diepaesioBate, as you have eharacterisea 
Mr. Rove's lead article, it must, of course, he factual, free from 


distortion a nd bedded In truth. Mr. Rovers in his saalysis not only 
fails to d O i l dispassionstely with a serious problem but carslessly 
vith in lopugaing the profesBiODal integrity of Departonxtal attomeys 

in a totally unjustified manner that eannot be left laaaasvered. 1^) deal 
in dist(Utions is to create false iBgo^ssions this Z think 

fj'om persoinl eocperience has never beea^ would not be sanctioned 
by your editorial staff. 
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Za '^Ihe Vitaeases" Mr* Rovere firat dlaeuaaea tluree 
viduala^ Purvey Matuaov, Marie Batvlg and Lovell Wbtaan. Mlth 


reference to Matuaov, the article atatea that hla firat teetiaony in 
the jandth Act yroaecutlanf United 81»te8 y* Flynn* ''pleaaed the goyemment 
attoxtrayat* * and gained him an honored poaltion aa a kept, * • e. 


vltnesa.** 


attoi 


Natoaov vaa one of aany indlylduala Interyieved hy Qovemnent 
aa proq^eetlve vltneaaea in the Fljnm proaecutlon. Zn all 


each criminal proaeoxtiona it ia the duty of the proaecutlng attorney to 

detemLne the extent of exiating eyidence. Zn thia proceaa, many indiyidnala 

! 

vho iprofeaa to have infomatlon of value cure intervieved* Many are rejected 
and for a yarlety of reaaona. fheir infomatlon may lack eyldentiary 
value or It nay not he ex*edlhle in the li^t of rellahle infomation 
already available to the proaeeution* But in each inatance the infonmtion 
la carefully evaluated, and it ia not, aa Mr. Rovere ao blandly and fhlaely 
atatra, a product of the protective vitneea being hired to teatliy 
according to the vld»ea of the lavyer. !Rte prospective vltnesa la asked 

■ 

to supply that Ixiforoatlon he baa concerning the criminal activities of the 
defeidant; he is then qiuestioned concerning thia Infomation, and in the 
li^it of thie Interroffttlon, the Infonoatlon la evaluated. This ia and has 
been the parocees utilized by Departmental attomeya in obtaining evidence 
In all criminal proseeutlona* 

Zt can be aald, of course, that Matuaov ^^sartej^ confused the 
OoverimeBt sttomtB in tbttr atteapt to dlacem the truth through their 
procesaes of Interro^ttlon, but even this vould he a mere apeeulatlon, for 


vho e|Bi ttov be certain Vhen he vae or Is lying, except Vhere he la 
corroborated. Doee this give Mr. Rovere license to libel P^art nent a l 




J 
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attorieyo or to state tliat Itotiisee^ beeauBe ot hie AMogptlflB> a e wiwwi^l ea 
"honored position'* as a kapt eitnssst fhe latter statenant esa be refbted 
by a iiinple glmoe at the fbots* Siaoe the Fiawm proseeutiea# the Departasat 
has IwtiffKted sad soeeessfblly tried toi ftdLth Aot proseeutioas* Xa asae 
of th^ sabseq^ent aetioas has Matosov testified* Xa fiMt« he thsmafter 


testified ia only eriaiaaX proseenticn oeaduotsd by the bopartBsat* 
^ his ' 


itorie Batvig, shen Ihr* Bovsrs also plaess ia 
of hsi^ vitnesses# Ins n e v e r been tned as a vitans by the Sopartaant ct 
Ju8ti(e aad» ia truth, has testified but ones, for the O ov e naea it* Shis, 
is so wall haon to all nevaaan it is diffienlt to believe that aay 
stataaat or iaplieatiOB to tin eoatrary eonH have besa aeoideatal* 

Set Ml • Roeare states that tin oourts, the ccmrtesiCBS aad the seourity 
paneli before lihiOh Mrs* Batvig sad Nstosov vers lavish of ostin 'Nfill 
be a long tiae worldag over tin tsngled sfeeia of evideaoe put ia the 
reeor4 by this bedeviled youth sad this odd mana*" 

Mr. Rovers *e second area of disoussioa, sdbheaded 'SartBsrs SO - 
Sn Raloket", contains sobb even more startling inseeuraeies bound to 
deceive aad adelead the reader. Be ommludee that Hetasov eas in 
partaership uith tin govem a a B t" in a raOlnt originated, encouraged 
aad paid for by the Oovemmeat. Mr. Webster defiaoes "raohet'' aa a 
slang upreaeioo neaalng a ftnudnleat aohane* Thua, Mr. Rovsra snrpaaaea 
even Mitusov'a reeaxhs aa tiny vere diraeted agaiast tin Ooverane a t. 

Hatuaor attributad all of bia false teetimony la tin Planaa ease to suggastioas 
by the attomsya for tin Oovennent vho e<nSitoted pre-trial latervievs vith 
him. Ihit he spaeifically iagugaed only one Oovemamt attoraey. Be 


i 
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diar^ Rogr Ccim tpeeifieally and In great detail vitb Inaplring two of hia 
Itemi of teatlunny* Aaflge Dtaoek^ after an extaiBalva bearing on this very 
ftteadon, found that the "detailed attritmtion to Cohn eaa aade up out of 
uholh doth, a • • the aeouaation that Hatuaov’a perjury uaa sUbomed hy 
the Oovemnent attemays • • • proved to he vlthout foni^tion." 

Upon iteit hcMia then does Mr* Rovers aahe his serious aecusationt 
he is relying upon the original recantatiaa of Mrs* Batvig, although; 
She Wself suhsequa&tly admitt^ her accusations a^dnst Federal CoBBunioa- 

the jeords of Jhdge Mnoek are aa applicab le to Mr. Rovers*s accusation 
that; g ove ra nant attomays sSbonted porjury, as they are to this saos 
acasation out of the mouth of Matosow. 

Mr. Rovers eo^plains that the Goveannent's use efeeig^ort idtpesses 
is "veiled in ssereoy. Qie government eon't tallc." Zt vill not reveal 
"thi» number and the identity of ^se uhoa it hires to testify according 
to ’She eishes of its laeyers ." Be then goes on to state that the 


Oov ^ waaent cannot elthhold ttte names on the ground that "these people are 
confidential infomersj obviously it cannot do that in tbB ease of man and 
uobLi vibo appear in span oourt." Zhia atatement oontains a gpita obvious 
eonuadietion. The vitnesses vho appear in open eourt obviously give 
their nazDSs and a great deal of other infoxnation pertinent to Mr. Bovere's 
iBf||airy« 

This information is a matter of puhlie record and in moat 
insltaaoaa this public recoocd raveala amounta paid, length of retentioa aa 
a eonadtaat, if auOhle the case, end baekiprouBd matorial on the vltneee, 
vhloh in nany inatanoea is ertanaively gone into on eroaa^eraaination^ 

Vhy did not Hr. Rovere parusa these aoureea, avmilahle to anyone deairona of 







tni0 of reqjiiesUiig tte Dapartaoniit to ecqplote 


reaeairdi projeott Sudi is not a Ametioa of tlio StpartoBBt of Jtastieo' 


ate 

iLt 


the InfOnaatiOB is aaailehle to the ptbXle tfavote otlmr aoureee. 

Hr* Rovere OBBtloaia that a Washington Jomnaliat pahllalied a 
of ei|9ilgr<»tlsrse parsons aho have testlflsA on various occasions 


or the Dipartaanty and auro all uiter contract to the Zonigtatlon 
a& Batuxalisation Service of the Departnaot. ms list aas puhlithcd 
n. 193^, and Ihr. Rovers states that "Zt seens telly reasonahle to assune 
mty despite the defection of Bsurvey Matusov, the moter Is not 
!odBy.'* Zt is a fact that most of these Individuals vere retained on a 
ontract basis tor Ifhe Znedgratlon and Rsturallsatlon Service and were paid 


contra 

expert 


vitness fees for the actual tine their services were utilized in con- 


|eetlon with advereary p ro cee dings. These contracts have tennlnated and 
are not being renewed. Bowever, these persons were no nore "kept wltnesseSf ” 
u Ur* Rovere uses the term, tlwm any person lAio might be paid expert witness 

n s In eonneetlon with his testimony In any judicial proceeding. The fees 
d these wltnessee are edesys a subject of extensive eross-eisunlnatlon 
iefore the jury. A thorough disclosure las beoa made In Innumerable 
prliBlnal prosecutions and denaturalization proceedings* 


ttader the sShheadlng "The Whgse of Repentance" another very 
jserlouB socuaatlQn is made by Ur. Bovere. He clearly Ixiplles that the 
jOeve m ment witnesses were hired and retained only so long ea they could, 
among other things, "Intexpret Consmmlst doctrine In such a way as to bring 
It within the aims proscribed ty the mth Act." We fbel that the 

\ 

doctsrlnes of Cornmanlsm need no distortion of Inte rp re ta tion to fit within \ 
the purview of the Smith Act. This feeling is based tQon thirteen successful 
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a-ti Act , t. . con.««^ «.t»t, «ia-« 

CoBommlst doctrine eas adduced throuc^ canfldentlal lafoaRBBnts eoniiig 


directly Into open court from the reake of the Comanmlet Party. These 
vere Lot "secret Infonaaata" after their eoort appea r an ce and all faota 
ae to their vltneas fees uere nade known In court. True, certain of this 
evldJnce of Comminlst doctrine Is analyzed hy qjoallfled witnesses who 
tau^t and wrote for the Party. Both sides present such es^rt testlnopoy 

and It Is left to the Jury to decide the conflicts that arise. Could Mr. 

! 

Rovesje sugB^t a better or fairer system? On this point. It od^t be 
well to note the 1sng>aiae of the enlxleat Jurist John J. sarker In the 
Smith Act prosecution Tfalted States v. PTankfeld t 

It Is difficult to see, however, how better 
evldeiu» of the teachings end purposes of a paarty 
could be obtained than froa the testimony of those 
Who heard and participated In tl» teachings sponsored 
by the party. In so far as the testimony related to 
Hie fact of teaidiings of the party, its admissi¬ 
bility does not admit of argument. In so far as it 
Involved matter of opinion, this related to a matter 
Involving specialized knowledge, u to lAiich the 
opinion of eaqpertB Is unqmestlonably admissible, 
even thoufid^ It relates to a natter which is for the 
decision of the Jury. 

Still under the same subheading, Mr. Rovere discusses t^ 
backgrounds of certain of the witnesses used by the Government. Be 
mentions two Individuals, Iforrls Malkin and Paul Crouch, and naturally 


their etctlvlties, particularly during the period when they were In 
tyBOathy with or members of the ConBamlst larty, leave much to be deslrad. 
But they do not pass upon the "uprl^dxtneas" of prospe c tive or present 
Oove rm nact employees as Mr. Rovere cmntends. They give What Infomnation 
they possess con cernin g their associates and aepa^jotanees In the Conminist 


party and Ito various front organlzatlans.^Thls Infoimtlon le then 


1 
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e-vcOmted ty seeurity offieere to datennlso thotlMr tte paroopoetelvo or 
preepnt os^Iogree is a seeurlty risk* BhtaraUy eaou^, yost assoeSatiaa 
vltli the Communist Party is in lamy iastaacoa suffieiSBt to door an ladivldatl 
aeeess to a Oo v a m nant position in ^eh classified inforaation nsst be 
handjLed. To operate a security program on any other aasuqptlon voold be 
absurd vtaen one eonsidnrs the established nature of the CoBamialst 


eonsiiraey. 


This information nustt of course^ coos from former CoBmamists 

1 

and it is hsami duty of every such person to corns forvard and give the 
evid^ce be or she possesses. Tfy the use of the term "uprightness** Nr. 
Rovere is obvlousSy attenptlng to mislead and to distort the Oovemaent's 
proeeldure in coping vith a sarloos problem. 

t ’ 

Typical of this tactic of Mr. Rovers's is his olostng statORant 
underj the exRiheadlng The RhgM of Repentance" In Uhloh he Otaaraoterlses 
Manning Johnson and Leonard Patterson as "seasoned perfonaare on the 
Smith Act vheel." Tl» fhet of the natter is that in the thirteen Smith 
Act pjroseeutions successfully cosdludied LeonEud Patterson testified 
enactly once and tftoming Johnson not at all. 

!nie next subheading entitled ^SUAmeriosat" fcdlom the ftaailta^ 
pattern of the previous. Nr. Rovere again characterises the Dapartment 
of Ju^ca as a subsidiser of testimony^ but nov he carries it further 
states that soms of tba Dqpartnent's proaeoutlcns are not legltlaate^ biit 
"flagrlantly pditleal." Possibly he feels that the Smith Act prosecutions \ 
are of| such a nature^ and that the Comramist Party Is a IsgltlBate 
poli^eed orgBuilsatian. The pnhllo oain (be allowed to) evalittte all those 
who sdvoeate (in) by writing or In apbenhes that Ihe Coarmailst Party be 
seeordM standing as a poUtioal party rather than as a eonspiraoy. 



I 



I 
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Mr* Rovere 12m 0000 OKI to the use of the eq^ert vitoess, 

not CDly in StadtSi Aot prraeeuiUonB^ but gansmUy. B0 flatly states 
that the pmotlce "has aleayei been regarfled as a dubljous one.” Susih a 
statcoBot la totally vlthoat foundatlA la established precedent. It 
Is enough to refer back to Jbdge mrloBr's statenent qiftoted prevloualy. 

It Is a traditional concept of the lav of evldsn<» that Share a natter 

I 

lnvo].ve8 specialised kaosladga It is a proper subject of expert testlBioaasr 
and both sideSf of cavarao, any and dp premtt their esqperts. The court 
dsternlBes the qjuallfleatlans, and if the expert Is found to be such, be 
ie pud the expert'a fee. Comparatively fev of the Govenment's vitaesees 
in Smith Act proeecutlone have been so qualified. The nudber and the basis 
of qaliflcatlon is a natter of public record. 

I One of Ur. Rovere'e most preposterous statements — and one 
tdilc^ Shows his lack of objectivity -- Is made under this subheading 


"Uh 




Zt ut least to him^ to be "the Oepartenent's 


•Anerlcan?". 

hope to prosecute the thlxiy thousand w so American Coamdunlsts one by 
one." & claims that this policy has already be^ set In progress throu^ 
the joonvletlon of Claude Llg^tfoot "not as a leader of the Communist 
conspiracy, not as a teadier of theidoctrlne of violent overthrov of the 
, but as a mere uember of the eonsplraoy, a mere adher^t of 

i 

the doctrine." 

Zt would not even have been necessary for Mr. Rovere to <««»»<««> 
the public record In the Lightfoot prosecution to knov hov patently false 
his BtateeiSDt Is. A qplek reading of the indlctatent retunsed by the 
fediaral grand Jury In Illinois would have been sufficient to Inform Mr. 
Rovere that the dbarge ac^lnst Lii^tfoot was fSr more than mere adherence 
to the doctrines of Conmunlsm. The closing phrase in the second paragraph 


V ! 

V- ; 

! 

H ! 






t 




(To be inserted at either asterik on page lO): 

In view of'the many inexcusable inaccuracies and the 

. ! 

j 

total lack of any apparent motivation, one might, 
with at least equal propriety, describe Mr. Rovere 

as a ’’kept propagandist.” 

<■ ! 
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w taring atanit noeh owrthrov liy; fbree «««< violenen as speedily as 

I ■ '' 

ejlreuostaacM wrald permit." nils Is a chargs of npedfio Intent and 
it regnlred the Qoverament to wtahllsh in courts as an essoitlal element 


of the erlae, that Utfitfoot ims so disposed. This necessitated the 
oUenmant's establishiag that the Coommist Party, U.8.A. stood for the 

I ^ ' 

violent overthrov of the Qo>vemaant, and that Claude Lightfoot had 

1 

of and aotlvely engaged in ftartherlng this hasie objeetive. The Cove am a ut 

also proved lightfoot to be a astional leader of the CooBunlst Par^, 

;■ 

UjSJl., a ftur ery from mere oaoibership. The record vas tiiere for Mr. 

Rovere to esamiae •» if he so desired. 

Tbder his subheading Rising Above Truth", Hr. Rovere cites as 
hijs eiswipte the testimony of Manalng Johnson, before the Subversive 
Ai^vities Control Board, that he 'eoald deny his eonfidenUal relationahip 
+ FedenU. Bureau of Xnvestj^gatioa ratter than reveal the teehnlqiaes 
of methods of operation of the Bureau in its Inteiligenee-fi^theriag flmetions. 
Troe, this maa c on d uc t not to be sanctioned but it should not be presented 
as if Jo hns on had lied or made ftd!so aeousations agEdnst a defendant or 
aujr otter iMivl|ual. Tot this is, clearly the Ixqpression Mr. Rovere 

! ■ I 

atjeqpts to convey. The short ansver to Mr. Rovere is that his oen careless 
tr^tment of the facts hardly suggests the hi^ standard of Joumallstie 
integrity the pubUc eqeete flnom Htener«e . 

The Dsp a rt umnt is next tahen to task for failing to '^ihandon ite 

i ‘ ■ 

pr^ent ftartlveness and give a fhll poblio aeoounting of the terms 
cos^tlens upon th l ch it purohasee' teetly'**»»*y- " Again, the deadly serious 
aeeusation that perjury is heiag eribo n ted by the Qe v e miue nt.Aa 


This is oalcwl at ad fhl e Sho od sad is totally vittout foundation in fact 
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and^ yet it is the aost persieteot tbeos ia Mr. Rovere's ortiele. 

As to the tmestion of fta|tieene8S onA seoseegr^ it matian that 
Mr.j Rovers is soiiB hezetlitg the SeparteeBt hesansa e» eoaXA not eoovly 
vith his rsqiosst to relieve him of the Beeassityr of zesaandilBg fhr >»<«» 
hisj "dispassionate stady." Mr. Rovars's added «< —w wt ^ect ’'the pseblsa 
oiic^bt to he sparely ftoad” eaa only ha Sharaetarieed as fheatiotts. S» 
OovenBBSBt has haea stjoaraly fhoiag the pspdi pwi ^i^wHwg pirohleBi of 
suitneraisB for a Biirih e r of years aad ia so aMwg hsa aeeassary 
to latahlish aad oodiiy oBay proeedures. One of these pveeadnres that 
las raqmired oodifioatioa is the reteatioa hy the a yis 

Baturalisation Sarviee of paid oonsikLtaBts or "kept elteS8SM% as Mr. 
Rovwe nalieioasly desorihas t^em.’^As iaBnU.oassd psevloialy# these 
individuals are ao Xanaer under soatmot to the Oove nun s a t hut is 
BO groiaA for contending that the Dspartaait has hired iadividaUs "to 
tost^ aoeovdiag to the wishes of Ita lasysrs." Hr. Rovemi caa oite 
BO flat to aslhstaatiata this latter Siaausai^LSnr^ 

Xn his con e l nd i B g reDarks Rovers stataa that tha CoBauaiet 
easaii nsaifestly involve political pribMj^plMi, asg 

poUlieal orgiaigatlonsj that profaasiOBal witaassae are pro* 


fees^cnal poditiolaBa; and that "the;^8tartad view of the 

of tto prOMem of doaestle Cmnmimien'f prevalent ia reeent years "can 


in large part he O h a r g ed to the a co e>^ of tl» Pepartnant of dhstiee 
ibe professional witnrases." RS eaaaot agrae« of course, with 
Mr. Rivers's Chaxaoterisaticns of the Comaanist oases. Ia refutation, 
it eii|ht he wall to raoall tto language of Judge Xearsad «>»»«* in 
Baited Ptaton v. Peaais whan to toaraeterissd, Ihon the avidSBea, tha 


C wB i n iat lUrly and oonaeatad qpon the oonspirscy as a dOBBSStie thraati 




s 


u - 


Zte kmricuk CeBpaBaiot tsaety , of vhldi tlie 
doftedants az« tba oonMliag opArltB, la a 
artleulateA> valX contrlTed^ far aporaad orsaaiaa* 
tion, nuBibeiiiig Ifttmaaads of adlieraDtaf rigidly and 
rvtbleaaly dlaolpUaedf oaay of idiom ara iafluM^ vith 
a saaaionato Otoipiaa faith that la to redeem nanlrtnd* 

Xt faaa ita VOimdarf ita apoatlas, ita aaorad testa -« 
yeihaya even ita mutyn. It aeidmi eoaeverts far and 
aide ty an aactenalve airatem of aohnoUngf Awnniiavtig ^ 
all an Inflexlh la dootelBal orthodoay* The vtoleat 
capture of all axiating govenraanta la one artiele of 
the ereed of that faith, ehiOh abjures the poaalblllty 
of auooeea by leniai neana. 

I »*:« 

Srue, He mart not forget oar oen faith; m moat 
be aenaltive to the daagera that lurk in any dudee; but 
choose ae imat, and ae shall be ailly dupes if ae for* 
get that a g ain an^ again in the past thirty years. Just 
I sttoh praparatlona la other eoustnea have aided to ' 
suygplaat exletiag govaruaante, idum the aae ripe. 
BothlBg diort of a r evi v ed doetnae of 
ahioh aould have aoaaed e^ the Maa0hM’Ev~3SoQrat 
its apogee, can fau to ra^lae that sueh a eoiaaplxaey 
creates a d an g er of the utmost gravity and of enoufdr 
probability to Jwitlfy Its supprsealon. Ve hold that 
it la a dan g er " c l e a r aad prraeat." (Xtal. supplied) 

Aa to 'Uie role of the Ooveramest vitaesa la estahUahlag the 

ruature of the Comnuniet eonaplrafly la federal pmeeutlons, Judge 

ttnd’a oonnent «iat the use of forcd and vlolenee la the Oanmuiilst 

program vaa est abl 1 a bed ipilte ladependeatly of the testimony of the 

Oovemment'e ultnesses is worthy of note. This is not to tnply a 

depreoation of the testiaonlal evidenee in Smith Act proseeutlons. 

The iafomaat aid the expert witness itestlfyiag to the nature 

I 

daraeter of the Oommunist Burty, U.S.A., and the activities of Its 
various leadera has, of course, constituted vital evidenee. But it 
diovs that the violent character of the Cosmsinlst conspiracy also 
estabHsted throu^ the Ooverunent'e documentary evidenee, l.e., the 


puhllcktlone of the Coomnnlst Barty* 
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lu£r. Toleon. 

L. B. Nichols 


October 4,. 1955 


"THE KEPT V/ITNESSES‘> by . 
i EICHARD KOVERE - . ' ' 

HARPER'S MAGA2aNE. MAY, ^1955 . 

I . ^ J ' 

- Assistaat Attbraey General-Tbmplcihs. tallced to ine regarding the 

I attachedletter^hi'ch. the Departxnent.contemplates sending Mr. John pischer, 

I Editor in Chiefs ife^fper's. Magazine in.cbnnecHon with the article which appeared 

I; > in the May, 1955,. issOe of'Haxper^s entitled “The Kept Witnesses." bV Rii^iai^d. j 
I’l Rover e. Ri this connection Ihe Department plans to dexnand that th^Xuadjor 

• the Republic ^ sseminate this letter as it ^d the article. ^ - 

This letter should-be checked-immediately by the Domestic 
Intelligence Divisidn^.. " 


‘cc ,»• Mr, Boardman. 
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tOBJBCr: 
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Mr. Tolson 


L. B. Nichl 


Wl • UNITED STATlU GOVERNMENT ' 

B«». Oct. 5, ”59?'^ 




I_I told me confidentially this morning .that the Department 

ha^ discovered that t he University of Chicago, operating under a g^ant from 

. I lin the Federal 


DistTfSrCWrin^Wichita. Kansas, _ | 

five cases. One of the cases was a Fe.deral land condenonation case. | | 

stated that the University of Chicago was carrying on a research project into 

~| under' Dean Edward H. Levy. (If my recollection is correct, | 

Levy had an institute on law enforcement problems at the University of Chicago 
some years ago wherein he featured Max Lowenthal who denotmeed the Bureau, | 

I and so forth. Levy also was the subject of a Bureau investigation 

growing out of his taking classified documents from the Department'when he_ 

resigned and went out as Dean of the University of Chicago Law School.) | 1 

further told me that Federal Judge Hill at WicUta had approved I f 

|; that Hill, in turn, had taken the matter^^jp 
with Slrcuit Judge Ora^hillips, who stated he guessed it was all right; thatf^s 
came up at a West Coast conference of Circuit Judges. The Circuit Judge^^trer^^ 
horrified but did not know what to do. ^ .5^^ 

I [ further stated that it was decided that the Department s^md 

make a big issi^ of this and it was to start with a le tter to Dean Levy v^ch /Gflney 
sent out dated Oo^ber 4. Both Rogers and told Olney that not^ig w^'^o 

be said to the press^ this time | [ itated that some ground work needed to i 

be done t4;^insure the i^partment could remain in command of tj^ situ^tion^ /j j 

''' _ ^ t fi /v 

[ furfialr told me that around 2:00 a. m._ got / 

a call indicating C^t the Los Angeles Times had carried a story &nd nu later 
told me that the wi^ services had picked this up | " tot bought 

he should do and 1 told him the only thing that occurred to me at the momem was 
for the Attorney General to make a stronjf statement; that this statement co^lld be 
made in the form of an order to^the Unite^l~Stat<ga Attorneys calling upon them to 

I protwf it an^whj^CThy [ thought this was a good 

idea and very promptly left to draft^l^j»i|e' l^f^^howed me^a^^^aft and it did look 
pretty good, n#© had',i^thtt ^ft that t^iame ff^,who.,^re| | 


ork needdd to . 

got / 
that nu later 


sa and very promptly left to draftri^j»i|e lalE^^phowed d: 

etty good. Jia^i9^^^ ^ft that t^i^jm^P^,wh^^gre[ 

: Mr. Boardma^ g j j I / ' 

Mr. Betepgafco-ntKCr.ftKOT RECORDED.' Sir _ 


bowed me.a^^^aft and it did look 


cc: Mr. .Boaraixia^ g j 
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Jones to Nichols Uenorandim 


October 5x 19SS 


He went to Philadelphia where he interviewed the heads o^ the 
Anerican Friends Service Committee and on from there to New 
York City to look over one of the grants of this $150,000 
project* He described it as a "freedom of conscience deaY 
involving twenty^eight individuals who are on trial in hew 
York State*" He stated that the conscientious nonconformism 
with which they are charged in this case is refusal to obey 
the Civil Defense laws of New York, specifically, in refusing 
to go into a designated air raid shelter on police orders 
during a practice air raid^last June 15 in New York City, ‘ 

The leader of this group of twenty^eight is a woman by the 
name of Dorothy Day who is the publisher of a notorious 
magaaine called "The Catholic Vorkerf a very left wing publi¬ 
cation which is not a publication of the Catholic Church, He 
stated that Miss Day as representative of the group called 
police by telephone on the day of the practice air raid and 
told them that she and her group were going to sta^e a demon¬ 
stration on that date and would refuse to obey police orders 
to go into the shelter* One Ammon Hennessy, who is editor of 
Nias Day^s publication, said that she and he were "philosophical 
anarchists,^' and that they were disobeying a man-made law in 
order to obey the law of God, Ur, Lewis then spent considerable 
jtime discussing the understanding of the word ''^nonconformist" 
land the raising of this concept to the status of a virtue by 
'the leaders of the Fund for the Republic, 

. Ur, Lewis concluded his program by mentioning that 
jone of the projects for the JUnd is a questionnaire on "fear 
land e'ducation" which has been widely circulated among pro- 
l/essors and others in the field of education. This question¬ 
naire was sent to 2500 professors -and was designed to probe 
their thinking on political questions and academic freedom, 

Ur, Lewis stated that he requested a copy of this questionnaire, 
and that the committee in charge flatly refused to make one 
available and this has led him to make the request to any of 
his listeners who may have a copy of the questionnaire available 
to send one to him, 

/ 
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Memorandum to Mr» Toleozi from L« B. Nichols 


"[were those who were opposing a change in the criminal rules to 


:b7D 




I talked to Tompkins later on in the looming and Tompkins stated 

I he wanted to really ride herd, but he doubted that thepfcould do anything in the 
way of impeachment in view of old Judge Phillips approving the procedure. 

I have been confidentially tipped off that the Senate Judiciary 
Committee already has wind of this and their feeling is that Judge Hill should 
be impeached; that all attorneys who were a party to such a procedure should 
be disbarred and they are taking some steps to get the basic facts, after which 
they contemplate taking the matter over to the House as impeachment proceedings 
must originate in the House. 

Mullen further told me that the Attorney General was going to ask 
Congress for legislation which would prohibit such actions. 

So far as 1 have been able to find out, the University of Chicago 

iwas operating \inder a grant from the Ford Foimdation and it does not appear 

[the Fund for the Republic is involved. Ldkewise, I have been told specifically 

jthat this is not the American Bar Association’s project. 

* • 

Mr. Belmont is getting up summaries on Levy, Hill and Judge 
Phillips. Judge Hill was formerly Democratic State Chairman in Kansas and 
was appointed as a Federal Judge in 1949. 
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DATE: October Sj 1955 


FROM ..* a* A* J.enee f' HERaK ISU! 


ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 


SUBJECT: 


a 


Cy 


yUNJO FQR^EJREEUB LLC- 
TULTOli LEWIS, JR», BROADCAST 
ODTOBRR 4, 1955 



►ifr. Lewis tonight devoted a major portion of hie program, candy, 
to a- disciiu^sion' of: the Fund for the Republic and its grant of ^150,000 to 
the Asferican Friends Service Committee* The grant, he said, was given 
to support a two-^year program:of legal aid to strengthen the right of 
freedom of oonscience* He quotes Robert M* Hutchins on the purpose of 
this gra7^j( for "freedom of conscienoe and oonscientious nonconformists" 
and the fH'ght of people to conscientiously differ with "prevalent practices 
and policies*" He made reference to his remarks on the previous evening 
concerning Hutchins* statement that the conscientious objector to military 
service does not fare well in this country* Hr* Lewis commented that while 
many of us do not agree with the religious principles 'that lead to this 
conclusion on the part of the C*0* we respect his right to this conclusiof^ 
and we have ppe^afcprovis ions of law to take care of his oase* Lewis 
added that it has b^n^the historic position of the (Quaker religfoji to fj, 
i'litary^erv'ad^ and he can understand the selection of tMfi 


oppose mil'* w* 

American i'riends Servi^ Committee for this phase of the grant*sf^oration* 
He stated, howeva^ tftxtt'when it comes to the rest of Mr* Hutchins,.* 
explanation some dj^e-^ons arise* i*e^ "Nor does the person who consci¬ 
entiously objects %o tSke an oath or to tell about the unpopular activities 
of his acquaintance*" ' To this Hr* Lewis commented that as far as he had 
been able to determine there is nothing in the (Quaker religion contrary to 
those items* 

Ur* Lewis stated that the point of the above material was that 
the high-sounding phrases of any organisation do not mean tobmuch until 
you get to the "grass roots" and find out how the money is actually being 

the people are who are 
original purpose of the 
. ^ , .V . i*£ d5' driven snow*" 

The statemerfi of pr^^hciples in the k^iHi^£'6{n"‘adX'lar grant to the Fund 
For the RepubJ^^ wa^unimpeachable in ita^Iangpqge* The statements by 
the Fund For 'th'A:pSep£bJ.io concerning the grani^'thatythey are passing 
out day by day s^^d wonderful* He said he was interes-^ed.dp this parti¬ 
cular case in finding out What happens to the money at the^"dc0qp,flevel*" 

1/^ j*2* A ^ 
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Leviis pointed gift ,iha't too 6J‘ . the ^ive civtX, caaee involved 
tsere condemnation eases in vihioh i;Tie Government had a direct interest*/ 

He said that the. tape recordinge made showed up this summer in Sates Paris' 
Colorado^: 'where they were played at ebuipublic gatherings* Zetois ledrned 
that the attorneys on both sided were dWare thfit the jury 'deliberations 
were being recorded*. Zewis then stated that he today, talked with thk 
Attorney General whO' advtsed Xewis that the Department: was initiating' a 
thoroiigh inVegtigahion into the matter* Zeais added that the Attorney. 
General said that as soon as the next session op Congress convenesy he 
will ask for legislation to block this loophole * The. Attorney General 
said that he would ask that it be made a crime te eavesdrop on shy ' 
federal jury or Grand Jury* Jay Sourwine opthe Senate Internal Security ^ 
CovMiitee told'Lewis he, pas launching an investigation immediately.* 
SgUrwine said he-would, bring on the' stqnd all those involved but had not 
decided whether the hearings would, be opened or closed* 

Lewis then talked with Senator iastlandj. Ohairnah op the 
Internal Security Subcommitteej who issued a statement to the efPect that 


Idtion to outlapt eavesdroping in the .^ury-rogWi 


legis,.- 


' , \ • Se. acid that the' headquarters bp the Pord Pounddf tow Said ^ : 

tonight that it ^dtdi indeed make this grdnt to the University op Ohibago' 
but had no cbntroXl jbve'r the wbUk be.ing' done* \ - 


PEOOmiEHMTIOH: 


Hone* Pbf inpo,7rmdtiom*. 
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FROM herein IS UNaASSlFIED 

OATE^^k^BVSggJisoieA 


FROM 


« Tolson ^ 
rNicKols, 


sVBjECp^CI/AIiLJi'S £., CORKER 

^•^’FUND for the RjiFUBLlC 


Wohr _ , 

Parsons ^ 

Rosen ^ 

Tamm ^ 

Sizoo _ ..— 

linierfo*fd 
, Tele. Room 


You re(jue3ted information in Bufileo on Charles r^eVRoom 

Corker^ Stanford University, who is Staff Director for Fund for t/ienoiion»n 
Republic Task Force which checki^ into record of ^rner ^ 

nists.whjx^sUf^ied in behalf of Government. Fou indicated that July 26, 
1952, issue of the San Francisco Examiner was reported to have contained ^ 
an article indicating that Corker was subject of insanity hearing, 

INFORMATION lU BUFILES h,.+ 

The Bureau has conducted no investigation concerning Corker out 

Bufiles do reflect background information concerning him. Charles adward 
Corker was born January 16, 1917, at Boise, Idaho;received A.B. aegree, 
Stanford University in 1941 and was in attendance at harvard Law ochool 
during 1941-1942 and 1942-1943. In 1943, he dropped out to accept com- 
mission in U.b.Navy. He returned to Harvard Law SchQpl in early 1946 and 
was awarded LL.B. degree, magna cum laude, on Houemberi 25, 1946. He became 


affiliated with Stanford University Law School nV^\ 

in Fall of 1953 to accept position with Fund for the -Republic, (100-391697- 

The San Diego Field Office reported on Febntpry 12, 1-954, that 
Fourth California District Court of Appeals had been contacted by Corker 
for Fund for the Republic and requested to provide information on several 
specific cases concerning Communism handled by the Court. ^San Diego lette 
to Bureau 100-391697(yt29) ~ 

* 

ARTICLE IN SAN ^ANCfLCO EXAMINER . , . o ® 

Bufile^contiiin no reference to an article in the San J 


DUJ - ri incur 

Examiner regarding^ an \i<sSiianity hearing involving Corker. The July 26, 2954. 
issue of the San^anc^^w) Examiner was^reviewed at the Library of Congressi 
and a true copy oj^he^rticle is attached. Briefly it reflects that 
Charles Edward Coi^r,%5, a Stanford University professor, appeared before 
a jury and judge inj^edwood City, California, on 7/25/5S, to testify as to ij 
his sanity. Corker had recentl'y BeeA ^e^\iim^%ted as mentally ill to tAe J; 
/eterans Hospital at Menlo Park, California, by Superior Judge £.dmund Scottl 
xCorker demanded the Jury trial. ^i*ioo psychiatrists ® [ 

Lento! condition made him a danger to himsel^ai^d ot/iers. In j; 

'corker's wife and closest friend, As8ociatec.^o^^e^9^ Realjtestifid^, 

to numerous alleged irrational acts by Car^f^r^ The article does not reflee 
the results of the trial before the juc# ond have 

mode to obtain a photostat of the article fxon^^S>^Tbrary of ^n^reas. H 


»rous alleged irrational aexs oy «««« 

iuJts of the trial before the Jud^^and Jurv.;Arrangements have been 

> obtain a photostat of the article fronk^S>^tbrary of Congress, i^rh 

^ „Jl 

auin'T(TH. fftan ni>in-k naae i ___ ■■ . > » ft# 
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w.w i-hat the attached teletype be sent 
Ji is recommended that ' . that the morgue 

±0 the San Francisco Office wi^ checked for further information 

Z sin ^-r^cisco^^ t.e dates of the 

WFO being requested to check 
Veterans Administration and Navy 
records also. MAJ 
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In his radio broadcast on. station WWDC at 7 p.m. , 

October 6, 1955,, Mr. Lewis continued with his discussion, on the 
repoct o£ .the tape recordings which had been planted in the jury' room 
of a Federal Court in Wichi ta, K ansas, by a project of the Ford Foundation. 
Mr. Lewis stated that there had been vai^ous developments during the .day- 
including an official statement by the Attorney General who had stated that 
the Department of Justice was \inequivocally opposed to eavesdrQpping on 




doUberatio.ns of a jury under any conditions. Lewis stated h^w'o^ird aik 
Congress for a.law to prevent any .such intrusions. According to Lewis 
the tape recordings wore ma<lo without the knowledge or consent of the 
Department of Justice or the Attorney General. The Attorney General 
further stated that eavesdropping is clearly incohsistont with the 7th 
Amendment to the Constitution which provides that tz^ by jury must bo 
preserved. '' *■ 


Lewis also stated that the American Ciyil Liberties Union, 
had ^so i«ued a statement expressing shock over the incident. The 
etat^^ent by the ACLU stated that it was immaterial whether the judges 
I and attorneys approved it or not. 

^ Lewis also reported that the University of Chicago Law 

Schbol ha^fssuod statements purporting to come from Professor Harry 
Kal?5a doffing the procedure on the grounds that the judges and all 
of thw;att(g;^8 involved, including the U. S. District Attorney gave their 
appi’^^al. ^jowis stated that he always likes to be sure of statements 
such^s th |9 and that ho inquired of George Templar who was the U. S. 
Attorney at the time, and Templar ad-nsed’Lewis that he had had no 
knowledge of t-ho act and that he did not give his approval. Lewi.s, however, 
Advised that his assistant at that tiiue^as William E. Farmer who is now 
t the U. S. Attorney for that didfel^.c Lo^a .s^ed that he contacted Farmer 
'^s^o is attending the U» S. Attorneys* Conferdiice in Washingtefn, D. C., 

approval and kne^ nothing 

cc ^ Mr. Boardmah ^ 
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( about the recordings that were being made at the time and never found 
otit about their existence until a year later. 

Lewis continued his program with some background material 
regarding the individuals who were connected with the program. He 
started witli Dr. JBdward L<evi« Dean of the University of Chicago Law 
School and his subordinate Professor Harry Kalvln. He stated, that. 

Dean Levi is strictly an"56^i»ie lawyer who is a protegee and appointee 
of JElobert Maynard Hutchins who is nov/ head of the Fxind for the Republic 
and who ^6i?^n the Ford Foundation as an Associate Director when the i 

$400, 000 grant was made in 1952. Lewis also pointed out that Levi did, * 

one short turn for a notorioxis congressional investigation several years | 

ago which was headed by Representative Emauuel 0elljlr*. The pur^se 
of which Lewis said was to try and smear industry, business, and. finan ce i 

in general throughout the country through a purported monopoly investi¬ 
gation which never clicked. ;! 


Lewis continued by discussing K.alvin and..btatod that he, i 

i 11 Kalvin, is on record in the DaUy Wprker as having signed an open letter I 

i 11 to the President \irging clemency for the Rosenberga in 1952. He stat.ed 1 

^ if Kalvin recently wrote an article that appeared in the September, 

1954, issue of tiie Bulletin of the: Atomic Scientista which was a vigoroxis 
11 defense of Dr, J. Robert Oppenheimer and an attack on the security ^ J 

11 systems of thx» Government in general. Lewis also pointed out that the f 

|» article was favorably mentioned in the book *'I Axzcuse" by Stewart ^ 

' and Joseph. Alsop. i 








/V 





Lewis cited these are the kind of- individuals .to wh^m 
[ the Ford Foundation, has given $400,000, He continxted^ that the Ford 
I FoiinHart pn. attempts to defei^d themselves by saying th a t it haa no control 
is ^no with thg monies once they are granted, Lewis stated 
. this is probably true consldoring the basis under which, tiie Ford Fpund^pn 
operates and that it behooves fho Ford Foundatf^to be v«^ sure in 
.^y^ce as. to exactly who tiie|iw>ple are they are doalixig with,^ 
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Lewis stated that in Illinois the state executive comznittee - 
of the American Legion has officially repudiated any connection, with 
the $50, 000 grant from the Fxind for the Republic which was to be.for 
some sort of joint adult education project. Lewis also stated thftt ia , 
Idaho, the Legion has also demanded that the University of Idaho 
a sppech which Robert Maynard Hutchins is scheduled to make, there. 

. Lewis closed his program by announcing that the 

Senate Internal Security Siibcommittoe annoxuiced it has issued stibpoenas 
for hearings in Washington last week including subjpoenas for Levi, 
Professor Kalvin and three otl^er men who worked with Kalvizi on the 
project. 


RECOMhlENDATION: 


None. For information. 
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11 -Oa AM 




AipiTlOH KB. t. B. BICHOI,S ; ' 

BSyESpROPPiKG- PN yNPO'.0OHCBRlliNG..'REBUpALi T.ODAY,.. BOLLO^ING;., 

ARTICEB. APPBARBP IR morning EDiTjON OP L.At> TIMES TODAYi DATELINE 

L - J 5- t 

, WAHHIHGTONi D,.C, OCT,^ POGRTN, V/RITTEK .BT ROBERT T., HARTMANN. TIMES ' 
WASHINGTON HtJREAU CHIEB. Q,NOTE.. THE JUSTICE I)EPART1»IBNT IS IN-' ' 
TSSTlGATlKpr T^ ApiOST INCREDIBLE "BUGGING" ‘OP A JURY ROOM TG 5 

~ 'T - M 

EA^SDRp?" ON .and .RECORD DELIBERATipNS'OP JURORS M THE'SUPPOSE^ ’ ‘ 1 

- " « * - - " * ' 11 

^SANCTiTT OP'A PEJDERAL O.OURT, THE TIKES LEA^D TODAY;. I^ITHbR • . 

PBI AGENTS N6R, NOSY ITEWSRAPERMEN WERE BRAZEN ENOUGH TO PlONBER TiEB 
NIRING POR SOUND -OP that LAST REFUGE .OP LIBERTY.,,;iNSTBAp,-, tT \tAS , '‘I 

DONE IN‘ TEE, name OP SCHOLARSHIP BY A UNiySRSITY OP, GHICAGO LAW' 

. ' ' ' ' ’ *' ' ' ' ■ I ‘ _ 

SCHOOL THAM PINANGED by the PORD BOUNDATION. even more amazing, the 'r 

, ^ ' ll 1 . . . f T . ^ (i 

•RRQJBCT HAD THE ASSENT AIJD ASSISTANCE OP A PEDERAL JUDGE; WHO REPORTEDLY 
BONCEALSD THE. RECORDING APPARATUS IN’HIS tJtpiciAL CHAMBERS AND NOT J 
. ONLY ADMITTED BUT' DE^NpED fllS STARD TO INVESTIGATERS., AT^ LEAST At X 
FIVE SUOHNItoAPPEp TRIAPS^T^ERE HELP EARLY pAST YEAR JN THB,,'CofeiT OP' 'I 
■Uj.S^ JUDGH' DELMAS' C.' HILL IN EIORITA^ HAN*^. AND IN* SE.VERAE 'OP THSSE 
CIVIL CASLS THE. GOVERNMENT WAS A PARTY. ALTHOUGH THE UDRORS REACHED 
THEIR VERLICTS , AND WERE‘DISMISSED UTTERLY UNAWAiffi. THAT EVERY WORD'i&BY 

. - 1 ' ■ . '' ' / '■••/ '' "iir 

SPORB' HAD= been RECORpEp, COUNSEL ON BOTH SI DES AUp .«?A tn HAVE 

• r.* 

'CONSENTRj^LATER,' THE REOOM)INGS VffiRE PLi^p ATl^^EHIPUBLIC MEETING 


in'pspf^, MiEApjNG io IBS -OUBREKI ?R0B3. -OTOaEBIEfTWAS AP-POIRfiSf 


Pnd pagp one 





d 


PAGE TWQ ‘ ‘ ‘ ^ ' 

I _ , - ' **' ^ 

I , “ ~ - 

T-p a?|iE Federal ^noi? in hiijet^n poros^ ex' ppesipent trui-i^, after 

^BNVJNG' AS pElid^RATief .STATE COMMITKE CHAIRMAN P.OR HAl^SAS., THE’ - - ' 

iiAEORATO^ STUDY - QF THE- AI'ERICAiJ JURY- STSTEM. ''AS A WCRK^NG INSTITUTION"- 
NPT TO ^ OQNPUSEP .WITH A SIMILAR BUT QUITE ORTHODpX INQUIRY THR 
AMERICAN POUNpATION—JS UNDER THE. GENERAL SUPERViSIpN OP PORT^OUR 

6£D DEAN EDWARD H. LEVI OP THE UNIVERSITY OF :Q.HIGAGC LAW SCHOpL, WHO 
RECEIVED Hies LAW -DEGREE THERE JN NINETEEN THiRTYPIVE , AND HAS BEEN A ' 
FACULTY MEMBER S±NCE NINETEEN ^HIRTYSIX,. .EXCEPT FOR A PiVB-YEAR LEAVE" ■ 
-TO SERVE,AS SPECIAL, ASSISTANT TP THE. ATTORNEY GENERAL DURING PRESIDENT 
.ROOSRVBLai-S; WARTipiE'ADjapSTRATIpN* IN DIRECT CHARGE pp. THE iUIRY ' ^ 
BAVESDROPPiNG PROJECT IN THE WiQHITA C^URT WAS' PR.PP;: HARRY -KAlVEN .JRW 
dp t® UN^RSITY dP CHICAGO LAW SCHdOL^ ASSISTED BY ANOTlffiR LA^^fYER AND 
A SOCIOLOGIST. TiJE CASE, GAINS ADDED INTEREST PBOM TRE REFUSAL DP JUSTICE 
PRANKPURTER,. AT THE .l^PREME ’ dOUBT-S OPENING SESSION YESTERDAY, TO ALLOW 
A MlbROPHONE TO RE PLACED. Oif HIS MCR IK, OPEN CdURT EVEN AS aN AID TO - 
iCdUSTipS." So UNTHINKABLE, APPARENTLY, jS TBE IDEA THAT A MICROPHONE 

* - - ' - - - - " ^ ' If ~ 

COULD BE SECRETED IN A JURY ROOM THAT. LEGAL EXPERTS SO PAR HAVE RREw 
UNABLE To PIND, AND MW 4.-> CIVIL. OR CRIMINAL — AGAINST IT. USUALLY, 

ANY ATTEMPT TO EAVESDRqP,. CONTACT OR OTHERWISE VIOLATE THE STRICT ■ ’ 

PRIVACY OP A jURY.RdHM JS PUNISHABIE AS C(»ITEMPTjOP GOURT, BUT A EBDE^ 
JUDGE CANNOT ClTE HiHSELP ,; NEITHER, IN THIS CASE, IS T&RE EVIDENCE 


END' PAGE TWO 






PAGE THREE 

OE THTENTIoif TO iNELHEltCE. ' OR toT^ THE "etiGGlHG’' tN' AM'WAX 

AEPEETEf) TiffilR VERDICTS. .'THEIR C01-3MENTS A1}D OPIHiOKS, ITQVffiVER, MIGHT. 

BE HIGHLY IRTERESTIlgG AN)b POSSIBLIC SLANDEROUS^ TO CERTAIN WITNESSES, 

COURT; OFFICIALS OR: LITIGANTU. AND OFFICIALS HERE ARE HNOWN TO BE - ; 

DEEPLY CONCERNEDILEST ^HER PJRORS:, l^ARlfG ^DF TUIS;- CASE, ’FEAR THEIR^ ‘ ‘ ^ 
0Vm, DEBATES WILL BE OVERHEARD i REMEDIAL LEGISLATION POSSIBLY WILL BE . ' 

PROPOSED TO THE N]^T CONGipS& OR THE SUPREME COURT MAY TAKE THE LEAD IR 
A [REVISION OF FEDERAL COURT RUi^S. - THE-SUPREME' COURT HAS BEEN SHARPLY " • ’ 
^ORiTICAL OF-ALL FORMS OF ,E3^.QTRONie BVIDENCB, :R0TABLY IN A I^CENT 
, LONQ BEACH CASE- IN ]l\fHIGH POLICE HID AIjMiCRDPHONE' IN TEE, ROOMS OF A ^ ^ • 

‘ SUSPECTED , bookmaker IN ORDER TO GET EVIDENCE, AGAINST-H'i-M, WHILE THE ' 
SUPREME. COURT HAS HEVER BEEN ASKED TO RULE,, ON THE. PRECISE. iSSUE OF ^ ^ 

‘“BUGGIN'G" ;A. 'jury ROOMi," IT ^HAS SPOKEN' OF, TEE SANCTI^ OF ' UURY' ‘' •. , ‘ , 

deliberations. IN TEES VEIN COLdN.V'FREEDCX-^ OF debate FfiCGHT. BE - ^ 

-STIFLED. AND INDEPENDENcY QF' THOUGHT CHECKED IP JURORS WeRE MADE TO PEEL ' 

^ -j' . - - ' . - - • ' ' . ' ' ■ ' " • ■ 

THAT Ti?EDR ARGU1;IENTS AND BALLOTS VffiRE TO BE FIEELY PUBLISHED TO THE 
WORLDi."' /CLARK V., U.S./ ’*A\JUR6r MUST F^L. FREE TO^ ^ ' 

EXERCISE HJS FUNCTICNS- WITHOUT - THE. FBI OR ANYONE ELSE LQnKING OVER. HIS 
SHOULDpr.'' /REMER V. U.S./ LOUD PROTESTS WERE HEARD IN TRE LAST. - 
SESSION OE":09RGRESS WHEN ATTY. GEN,. BROWNELL ASHED: FOR A LIMITED' ^ : 

:iEGALiz;i-NG QF Wire-tAp Evidence in national securI# And -Kidnaping gases. ; 
under the proposed bill, which died “in the house judiciary oommiTtee>, ^ 

END PAGE THREE 








PASS F-OHR 

PRIOR Permission op a psperal judse i^ooid be, required in each; case. 

BEFORE ACBNTS UOUBD INSTATE ,A MiRE- TAP TO OBTAIN ADMISSIBLE EyiDENCB ‘ 

ON SUSPECTED .SPIES ^ SABOTEURS AND SUBVERSIti^S,' REP, GELTER,/P/NiY.^ 
CHAIRMAN- OP THE COMMiTTEE., CALLED MI-RE TAPPING A j‘’ Vl.GI-OUS C^ie®R.i « AND ' 
DR, RDBERT Mi .HUTCHINS^- AlJCffiHBR VOCAL GRiTIO, WARNED THE. TES, .APIERIGAH 
SOCIETY OP raSPAPER EDITORS. HERB LAST APRIL COLON "LISTEN TO THE. WIRE: : ‘ 
TAPPING^ TO THE CRY OP THE PIFTH AMENDMENT COI®IUNIST, TO THE KEPT 
WITNESSES roaming THE . LAND,"- DR,, HOTCRINS.^ O.OlNGIDBl'iTALLY,. WAS 
CHANCELLOR OP Tl^. UiaVERSITY OP- CHICAGO AT Tiffi TIME ^ OP DEi^ tE.Vl-S‘ APPOINT 
»r TO .HEAD THE LAW -SCHOOL AND. WAS ASS.OCXATE DIREQTOR OP THE FORD,- , ' 
FOUNDATION WHEN ,the JURY STUDY WAS UNDERWRITTEN. IN HIS COMMENTS TO 
THE NATiOH,-S EDITORS DR, HUTQHINS MADE ANOTHER POINT SOIEWHAT ' ■ 

APROPOS To THE CASE QP THE ^’BUGGING" JURY ROOM GQLONi MOST 

DEPRESSING PART OF IT IS NOT THAT THESE THINGS HAPPEN BUT THAT THE ' 

FI^- PRESS OF THIS COUNTRY APJEARS TO REGARD THEM AS PIATT|JRS DP 
ROUNTfllB,^^ UNWUQTE, ’ . 


END 
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Robert U, Hiitohires, 
a Civil \ighrt3 


U^ Lewis broadcast as foll'opAt • Ur, Robert U, Hutohirfs, 
head oX thff r^nd for -the P.evublio (FFR) , receives a Civil \ights 
Award here in 'Washington tonight from- tte left wing American Veterans 
Committee, and he will repeat to the banquet in hts honor a speech 
that he made recently in Lps Angeles which contained some interesting 
if somewhat dubious statements, Jlutchins says for example I'People 
ittio fear an impartial investigation of the Government*s loyalty- 
security program do so because they are afraid of the truth,” This 
is a curious twist indeed for several reasjins which are quite typical 
of \fily wording for whic'rt Hutchins is renowned. 

The normal pe^s'.n would say people wtio fear the Govern¬ 
ment's loyalty-security program do so because they are afraid of 
the truth which is/lB§lthiPyTne interesting angle is Hutchins* 
insertion of the word * *imvartial , ** No one has ever objected to 
an impartial investigation of the Government*s loyalty-security 
program so far as he, Lewis, knows. 

The implication of Hptchins* remarks is that investigation 
by FFR is impartial but Hutchins' knows well that it was not in- 
partialf and it was not intended in the beginning for it to be 
impartial and are not now impaTtial, Hi^tchXns ip not impartial, 
and every prpject undertaken by"the J'FR^lijhps mis-guided. ^ls]XfQ,000 
grant from Ford Foundation, has had a very clear cht objective 

I in mind as^tqr what the investigation was going to produce--that 
the program would appear unfair^ evil and violative of rights of 
:^ae individual, unnecessary ah'd-costly, ^ . 4 

Everjj purlication by the FFR under the d^J*'t^}tandl/iH^^^of 
Htitchins'pnd his side 'Kick, W, H, Ferry, has had trie same tilt, 

Vj2,sg\s 3 then T.ead from the FLR Annual Report, tiie 
10'q-§:ions regarding the loyalty-security program distributed by 
tf e FFR, Lewis stated this is not an impartial list because it 
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has.' everything on one side and nothing in favor of the Government* 


Lewis stated the greatest 'project -the FFR has tfeoa far 
completed is a so-called study of the loyalty-security program 
by a group of selected caaea done by a young attorney, Adam 
TavmolinskJ* Lewis stated the cases were so sdected as to make 
\them tell a story of a mercilessly, unfair burden on the individual 
mlthough Jarmolinskf admits he has no facts on the Government*s 
hide of the story* Concluding, Lewis stated this, according to 
^Hutchins, is an impartial investigation* 


Lewis stated that Representative Keating of New,York, a 
member, of the House Judiciary Committee, told him at noon "today 
that Keating will demand a full investigation of the ’*bugging** of 
the Federal Court Jury room by a team of attorneys from the 
University of Chicago operating under a '^100,000 grant from the 
Ford Foundation* Keating desires, io get all the details of this 
incident with the view of deciding whether the Judge involved 
shpuid' be impeached* 


RECOMENDATION : 

Irprmative only* 
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Diirlng the administrative session yesterday, Andre^ba/^^>^ 
presiding, the adminis tJ*ative program of stressihg incentive awar^iy^ 
TOS rai^d. The Administrative Division pointed out that the 
Department viewed favorably any incentive award program, but that 
in order to just'ify ^^.>^ bhere had to be an improvement ..to the. 
laa-mri/^A Ahnun oT* an rtinf: a tanning performance over ,-a ,. .aufltfllnQ^ ^ 

Klyidd or tlme^^ M^ny’ oX the United States Attorneys had been I 

in s'aTing that "the 'employee had been with the Govei^nment 
•-^Pa^u^e? of^eSfand, .therefore, was entitled to an incentive 
award.) It was pointed out that this was not the type of case which 
merited such an award. 

During the Iribernal Seciarity conference, which was started 
bv Walt Yeaglev in the absence of Tompkins (Tompkins came in within 
XSterifllr It started) nothing of an anuaual nature occurred. 

I have read yotxr memora-J^dum and most of It was repetitive• . 

It would be well to point out that Yeagley spoke cf the 
program which the Department intended to follow indicating it was 
no dilSorent than the program established by the Attorney General 
iJftLor & the Geneva Conference; that the basic concepts of Communes 
^nu^Ct^d brSterx® Lenin, and Stalin were still in effect. 

Tb^s Soo indicated that the Russian attitude toward subversion 
hSSot ^nged and that as far as the United States vms concerned, 
the^st Sfective avenue of subversion was through well-establish 
chdn^s l^wn to the Department. The question of subversion did 
not hS^e an^bearing upon the program of poacem co-existence. 
jrwXeu^r indicated that if there was any let-up in the progr ^ 
of the^Russians, it was a temporary delaying tactic. 


Ton 5 )kin 8 , as well as that the Unit: 

Attorneva were to got tMT^g^pel over during luncheon tal • 
^sISldAythat sufficient material had been^^en to the various 
^lfc“ slO' Attorneys sad they were out some nor . 

toeech. ma^Joalel which would 
need to get the 

It app<J^A th!^3^h'^ is going to(b9^b4^6i^o<^^3jXK’ 

X froS Wa3hlngton,;-?e sWf&sd getting t«R9|.j2o^S^ 


. Jt ^ A.Ua I- 


i:A fi^neeches has b een l^errTf 
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Memorandum to Mr, Nichols 


and the public eat up the subject of Communism. 


. noted that a new tactic has arisen nn/i •mo'i- 


indlcated^?^^r^ 4 i®*'^r^®''®^® ^lch'’>IrmofruSfair?''He^'^ 

that the Oommunist^a^t^ ac^^tha^lOTwe 

tt£yi£ Ir 

dlafem£na?lof or?Se%r???!: * result of the 


Ueu Of the"?^^“"Jr|StcJe"S: 

Jnd\?[S°^^‘”''^*y fs*not%riUe?oSs tfit*?rofe«ea'^Hf 

aSte?al°onr the real ^„ger, thla ir:Lre?feotJ?e 


He then indicated that the best means of ca 1 : 1*1 n<y i-i-ia 
message to the public is to use source materlS clfstlim 

?ranrever?f Co^Jft 

best Say t^dlLel thfa^JJ^i®^ quoting. He pointed out that the 

S;=“ ~ 


I -aoani* glowlng terms to the Director tg 

recent speech before the'^CP convention and said It wa« 

' -ne greatest speeches he had ever heard He said ®*'® 


lo soma oflSoi? i5SnosJ5Sct!vrwort??ctlSL®“!rr'»^* 
are the individuals uho through insidiously slaStsd^Md^ly^’’®”’®^®' 
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Momorandtxm- to Mr. HioholB 


propagandlstlo -Mrltings and roports oppoae xtrgently needed Internal 
secnritj’ xnaasttrea; conduct a one-aided campaign to diacredit 
(Government wltneaaea'; preaent the menace of (ToBsoonlam aa a m^th 
of hysteria; urge that wo tolerate the auhveralve acta of Comnmniata 
because C^oanuniato are only 'nonconformists*; contend that the 
CosHnuniat Party is a 'political* movement and that it is iisproper 
to consider it a criminal conspiracy linked to a world conspiracy 

.to overthrow our Government by force and violence." 

^ « 

He also indicated that it had been a failttre on the part 
of the press to accept the difference betwec^i faceless informers 
such as you have in loyalty cases and named^inf ormanta in cases 
brought to trial. Whether this was a deliberate attempt to confuse 
ithe issue or not coxild not be certain, but certainly a faceless 
linformant in a loyalty case does not ooot^ the same position as 
Ian informant in a criminal matter where the informant appears 
•in court and testifies against the defendant. There never has been 
^any criticism of informants used in nsroqtios cases. As a matter 
of fact, the informants in narcotics cases are generally of a low 
type and every time a narcotics violated is put away there is 
always a pat on the back for the Depar(baent and the TTnited States 
Attorney. In spite of this/ as soon as an informant in a criminal 
case is used by the Government, an attei2q;>t' is Imnediately made to 
discredit him even though he does testify add even though he does 
give Information which can be established through the testimony 
of other witnesses. 
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mili'i IS UNaASSIFI 


Mr* Godwin stated that U* S* Attorney Leo Rover 
had spoken before tfy^ Northeast Counci l^of Citizens Assoc 
regarding <^SSSKtSSS3ig/Tnsidiou3 novenentf^^that the Ootmunist 
Party is merely another political party like the Democratkand 
Republican Parties* This movement is^ attempting to put A^merica 
asleep to the danger that lies ..before her* 


Mr* Godwin sa.^ 
York Congressman • Hamilt^- 
that "Communism 
Government*" 


IS 

Mr* 


an 


that he had a X^tter from former Mew. 
Pish in which the Director is quoted 
efiemy seeking to destroy our free form >/ 
that Mr, Pish has written to 


ord had fS,no.noed the Fund for the 


Repu blic 


"young" f{enry....Fpr<f'^Vth^ . 

Republic* ~ It was indd'cated that thd Fund for.jthe 
was such an organization attempting to lull our country into a 
false sense of security* . ' 

s/ 

Mr* Godwin stated that Mr.'iHutchins of the Fund for the 
Republic will address tn'e-..American Veterans Committee and reThaps 
he will have something .to ^ay concerning his Fund regarltn-* these 
questions which have arisen* Ur* Godwin sta'ted chat -f-he idstland 
Congressional Committee has recently shown that 
Communism looks toward world advances and cited 
situation in relation to the Geneva Conference * 


internati onal 
the French 
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